L]
San Diego County

claimed the much lower
costs associated with an
after-hours redemption
process rather than

costs associated with
holding its shelters open
on Saturday.

To a lesser extent, claimants also made overstatement errors
when calculating their indirect costs. San Diego County’s errors
resulted in an estimated overstatement of $21,000. In addition,
Stockton incorrectly calculated its indirect cost rate, resulting in
an estimated overstatement of $20,000.

The city of Los Angeles and San Diego County could have
claimed higher amounts in some areas. To determine indirect
costs, the city of Los Angeles used the component that calculates
departmental overhead rather than also using the component
that calculates citywide central service costs, resulting in a
significantly lower amount claimed. From our review of the
claiming instructions issued by the Controller, we determined

that nothing prohibited the city of Los Angeles from using

both components. In fact, the city did use both components
on its peace officer rights claim. This resulted in a $361,000
understatement of indirect costs on the city’s claim.

San Diego County claimed the much lower costs associated with
an after-hours redemption process rather than costs associated
with holding its shelters open on:Saturday. The county
employee who prepared the claim explained that he claimed
the redemption process because he initially believed it was this
process that enabled the county to employ the four-day holding
period on all its animals. Although this may be the case, we
found nothing in the parameters and guidelines that required
local entities to identify and claim only for the practice that
allowed them to employ the four-day holding period on all its
animals. Therefore, we found that San Diego County would have
been entitled to claim the higher costs associated with opening
its shelters on Saturdays. San Diego County estimates that it
costs $170,000 to hold its shelters open on Saturdays. Because

it claimed $27,000 for establishing the after-hours process, we
estimate that San Diego County would have been entitled to an
additional $143,000 if it had claimed for Saturday costs instead.
San Diego County concurs that its claim contained errors and
stated that it intends to file an amended claim.

In addition, San Jose did not need to claim $117,000 in excess
dog license revenue, or revenue in excess of the costs of
administering the dog license function, as an offset. As discussed
earlier in this chapter, these revenues can be applied to other

-costs, such as field operations, before being applied to shelter

costs covered under the animal adoption mandate. San Jose had
field operation costs far exceeding its excess dog license revenue
and could have applied the revenues to those costs rather than
including them in its animal adoption claim. A
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RECOMMEN DATION’S

To ensure that local entities receive reimbursement only for
costs associated with the increased holding period for eligible
animals, the Legislature should direct the Commission to amend
the parameters and guidelines of the animal adoption mandate
to correct the formula for determining the reimbursable portion
of acquiring additional shelter space. Specifically, if a local
entity acquires or builds a new shelter facility that is larger

than needed to comply with the increased holding period, the
formula needs an additional factor to isolate the costs associated
with the increased holding period from the costs incurred to
meet other needs, such as preexisting shelter overcrowding or
predicted animal population growth.

If the Commission amends the parameters and guidelines

of the animal adoption mandate to correct the formula for
determining the reimbursable portion of acquiring additional
shelter space, the Controller should amend its claiming
instructions accordingly and require local entities.that have
claimed such costs to amend their claims to address the change.

To assist local entities in preparing mandate reimbursement
claims, the Commission should include language in its
parameters and guidelines to notify claimants and the relevant
state entities that the statement of decision is legally binding on all
parties and provides the legal and factual basis for the parameters
and guidelines; it also should point out that the support for such
legal and factual findings is found in the administrative record of
the test claim.

To ensure that local entities have prepared reimbursement claims
for the peace officer rights mandate that are consistent with the
Commission’s intent, the Controlier should audit claims already
paid under that mandate. In conducting the audit, the Controller
- should pay particular attention to the types of problems described
" in this report. If deemed appropriate based on the results of its
audit, the Controller should do the following:

* Request that the Commission amend the parameters and
guidelines to address any concerns the Controller identifies.

* Amend the claiming instructions and require local entities
who have filed claims to adjust their claims accordingly.
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¢ Seek statutory changes, if needed, to accomplish any
identified amendments and to ensure that the amendments
can be applied retroactively to all claims submitted.

To clarify which costs are reimbursable under the administrative
activities section of the peace officer rights mandate parameters
and guidelines, the Controller should request that the
Commission amend the parameters and guidelines to better
explain what activities are included in “updating the status of
the cases.” -

To ensure that local entities claim reimbursement for
appropriate costs under the animal adoption mandate, the
Controller should amend the claiming instructions or seek an
amendment to the parameters and guidelines to emphasize
that average daily census must be based on all animals housed
to calculate reimbursable costs properly under the care and
maintenance section of the parameters and guidelines.

To ensure that local entities develop and maintain adequate
support for costs claimed under all state mandates, the
Controller should finalize its guidance on what constitutes an
acceptable time study for local entities to follow and under what
circumstances they can use a time study to estimate the amount
of time their employees spend on reimbursable activities.

All local entities that have filed, or plan to file, claims for
reimbursement under the peace officer rights or animal adoption
mandate should consider carefully the issues raised in this report
to ensure that they submit claims that are for reimbursable
activities and that are supported properly. Additionally, they
should refile claims when appropriate. Further, if local agencies
identify activities they believe are reimbursable but are not in
the parameters and guidelines, they should request that the
Commission consider amending the parameters and guidelines
to include them. ®
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CHAPTER 2

Structural Reforms Are Needed

to Identify Mandate Costs More
Accurately and to Ensure That
Claims Reimbursement Guidance
Is Consistent With Legislative and
Commission Intent

| CHAPTER SUMMARY

and local entities participated extensively in the

administrative process for the Peace Officers Procedural
Bill of Rights (peace officer rights) and animal adoption
mandates. However, as described in Chapter 1, we questioned a
high level of costs during our review of claims. These problems
h1gh11ght the need for structural reforms of the process to
ensure that local entities claim reimbursement for activities
that are consistent with legislative intent and the parameters
and guidelines. Additionally, ¢changes are needed to estimate
mandate costs better. Audits of mandate reimbursement

g{ "5 described in the Introduction of our report, state

‘claims ‘do niot occur in time to identify and correct potential

claiming errors that can lead to reporting and payment of
nonreimbursable costs for a mandate.

‘Also, the statewide cost estimate is not a good indicator of

future mandate costs to the Legislature because it is based on
incomplete data. This problem is compounded because the
Commission on State Mandates (Commission) staff do not

" adequately analyze the data used to prepare the cost estimate

and the Commission’s report to the Legislature does not disclose
how incomplete the data are. Further, according to Commission
staff, a lack of staffing and a high caseload of test claims

likely will delay the Commission’s development of statewide
cost estimates for future mandates. This in turn will delay
notification to the Legislature of the potential cost of mandates
and, ultimately, payments to local entities.
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RS I
Under current
regulations, the
Controller does not have
sufficient time to perform
a field review that
could result in changes
to the parameters and
guidelines that would
apply to the first set of
reimbursement claims.

CLAIMS AUDITS DO NOT OCCUR EARLY ENOUGH TO
IDENTIFY POTENTIAL ERRORS OR NEEDED REVISIONS
TO THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

Audits of mandate reimbursement claims performed by the State
Controller’s Office (Controller) do not occur early enough to
identify potential claiming errors and needed revisions to the
parameters and guidelines. The Controller has the authority

to review claims and to suggest changes to the parameters and
guidelines; however, its general practice is to conduct field
audits after claims are paid. In the case of the peace officer rights
mandate, the Controller’s staff told us it does not intend to
perform any audits pending the outcome of our review, even
though some of the claims have been paid. In addition, staff
indicated that the Controller’s focus is on auditing paid claims
to ensure that any inappropriate claiming could be identified
before the three-year statutory time limit for auditing claims
expires. Therefore, the Controller has not performed audits of
the animal adoption claims because the Legislature has not
appropriated funds to pay them. However, Chapter 1 illustrates
that a significant portion of claims already filed are questionable
and that changes are needed to ensure that the State pays only
for appropriate costs.

Although field audits of reimbursement claims afford the
Controller an opportunity to suggest changes to the parameters
and guidelines, these changes affect only future reimbursement
claims under the Commission’s current regulations and would
not affect the parameters and guidelines for any claims that
local entities already have submitted, including the first set

of claims to be submitted (initial reimbursement claims). The
initial reimbursement claims can involve multiple years of
costs. For example, the initial reimbursement claims for the
peace officer rights mandate included six years of costs. Under
current regulations, the Controller would need to request

an amendment to the parameters and guidelines before the
deadline for filing initial reimbursement claims in order to
affect them. The Controller may not receive a majority of the
initial claims until the initial filing deadline, so it does not have
sufficient time to perform a field review that could result in
changes to the parameters and guidelines that would apply to
the initial reimbursement claims. Although the Controller later
can question the amount of a paid claim based on a subsequent
audit and reduce any claim it determines is excessive or
unreasonable, this puts the State in the position of cost recovery
on a claim-by-claim basis instead of ensuring that claims are
reasonable before paying them. Therefore, structural reform is
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I
Controller field reviews
before the original
parameters and
guidelines are considered
final would help identify
and correct problem
areas before the State
pays for claims.

" needed to provide the Controller an opportunity to perform a

field review of initial reimbursement claims before the original
parameters and guidelines are considered final.

- We would not expect the Controller to review initial claims

for every new mandate, particularly small ones. Thus, the
change we are proposing should not require the Controller to
perform a review of all new mandates, but should continue to
afford the flexibility it currently has. Commission staff stated
that the Commission can seek a regulatory amendment to
change the filing deadline for requests to amend the parameters
and guidelines. Therefore, it can seek a regulatory change to
allow the Controller sufficlent.time to perform field reviews

of reimbursement claims and request needed changes to the
parameters and guidelines that would apply to initial claims
before the dei'elopment of the statewide cost estimate. Although
this would lengthen the administrative process.and might . .
require local entities to adjust their initial re1mbursement clarms
the field reviews would help identify and correct problem

areas before the State pays for claims. This also would help the
Comimission report a more accurate statewide cost estimate,

THE COMMISSION'S STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATES ARE-
NOT GOOD INDICATORS OF FUTURE MANDATE COSTS

The Commission'’s statewide cost estimates do not provide

a good indication of the future costs of mandates. Although
Commission staff base their projections of future costs on the
initial claims submitted to the Controller, these estimates are
based on 1ncomplete information because the number and
dollar amount of the initial claims are subject to change for

up to one year after the initial filing deadline. As a result, the
level of claims local entities ultimately submit for a particular
year often exceeds the Commission'’s estimated costs. In
partlcular, as of April 2003, local entities submitted additional
or amended 1nit1al clarms exceedmg the amounts included

in the Comm1ssron s statewide cost estimates for the peace
officer rights mandate by a total of $46.7 million and animal
adoption mandates by a total of $8.9 million. The effect of this
incomplete data is compounded because the Commission uses
that data to project costs in future years when reporting to the
Legislature as required by Government Code, Section 17600. For
one of the two mandates we reviewed, Commission staff did not
adjust for anomalies in the initial claims data when developing
cost estimates, and the Commission’s reports to the Legislature
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did not adequately disclose how incomplete the data are for
both mandates. As a result, the Commission's estimates are
understated and users of the estimates may not understand how
incomplete they are.

Based on initial claims data for the peace officer rights mandate,
as of March 2001, the Commission estimated costs to the

State of $152.5 million for the eight-year period of fiscal years
1994-95 through 2001-02. Local entities actually submitted
$223.5 million in claims for these years as of April 2003,

$71 million more than the estimate. In developing the estimate,
Commission staff used the $100.3 million in initial claims local
entities submitted by March 2001 for the first six years of costs.
However, as shown in Table 6, by April 2003, the Controller
already had received $147 million in claims for these six years,
$46.7 million more than the estimate. In addition, because the
actual claims data Commission staff used were incomplete,

the projections they developed for fiscal years 2000-01 and

2001-02 based on the actual claims data also were understated.

As of April 2003, the Controller received about $24.3 million
more in claims for fiscal years 2000-01 and 2001-02 than the
Commission projected in its estimate. Furthermore, local entities
can submit late or amended claims for fiscal year 2001-02 until
January 2004, so this difference will likely increase.

TABLE 6

Peace Officer Rights Mandate Amounts Claimed Initially
Compared With Amounts Claimed as of April 2003
(Dollars in Millions)

1994-95 165 $11.2 214 $ 184 §72
1995-96 182 13.6 241 21.1 7.5
1996-97 185 13.8 243 21.6 7.8
1997-98 191 15.8 250 22.9 7.1
1998-99 194 21.0 253 28.7 7.7
1999-2000 201 24.9 262 34.3 9.4

Source: Claims on file with the State Controller’s Office.
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For animal adoption, the Commission estimated that the
mandate would cost $79.2 million for fiscal years 1998-99
through 2003-04. Commission staff based the estimate on

the $51.9 million in claims filed with the Controller as of
December 2002 for fiscal years 1998-99 through 2001-02.
However, as shown in Table 7, local entities submitted

$60.8 million in claims for these years as of April 2003,

$8.9 million more than the estimate. This difference likely will
increase because they can submit late or amended claims for
fiscal year 2001-02 until January 2004. In addition, because
the claims data were incomplete, the $27.3 million in costs
Commission staff projected for fiscal years 2002-03 and 2003-04
are likely understated as well.

TABLE 7

Animal Adoption Mandate Amounts Claimed Initially
Compared With Amounts Claimed as of April 2003
(Dollars in Millions)

1998-99 149 337 163 3 39 30.2
1999-2000 255 17.5 269 17.8 0.3
2000-01 277 17.6 289 18.1 0.5
2001-02* 21'5 13.1 279 21.0 7.9

Source: Claims on file with the State Controller's Office.
* Fiscal year 2001-02 claims are open for amendment until January 15, 2004.

Moreover, Commission staff did not adjust for anomalies in
the actual claims data when they developed the projections
for fiscal years 2002-03 and 2003-04, which led to a further
understatement of costs. Specifically, they did not fully consider
the amount of animal adoption claims filed related to all the
previous four years. Instead, they used the data related only to
the fiscal year 2001-02 claims plus a minor increase for each
-year based on growth factors obtained from the Department of
Finance (Finance). However, as Table 7 shows, the Controller
received only 215 claims as of December 2002 for fiscal year
2001-02, far less than the 277 claims received for the prior year.
Commission staff should have anticipated that more claims
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R
The Commission’s
statewide cost estimates
will likely be incomplete
because they are
prepared before the final
deadlines for submitting
late or amended claims.

would come in for fiscal year 2001-02 because the initial filing
deadline for those claims was January 15, 2003, more than a
month after they obtained the claims data from the Controller.
In fact, as of April 2003, the Controller has received 279 claims
for fiscal year 2001-02 and probably will receive more by the
final deadline of January 2004 because, as mentioned earlier,
claimants can file late or amended claims until then.

Even though Commission staff use actual claims data to
prepare statewide cost estimates, the estimates will likely be
incomplete because they are prepared before the final deadlines
for submitting late or amended claims. Local entities generally
have up to one year after the initial filing deadline to submit late
or amended claims. The general practice of Commission staff

is to prepare a statewide cost estimate within 30 days after they
receive the initial claims data from the Controller, so the claims
data they use will almost always be incomplete. This impact is
multiplied when, as was the case with the peace officer rights
and animal adoption mandates, the initial claims submitted
relate to multiple fiscal years. In addition, as described earlier,

~ Commission staff did not always adjust the cost estimates

to account for trends in the claims data or the impact that
upcoming filing deadlines could have on the completeness of
the data. Further, although the Commission'’s report on the
statewide cost estimate specifies when staff obtained the claims
data from the Controller, it does not sufficiently disclose to
the Legislature how incomplete the data are. Specifically, the
Commission’s report does not indicate the assumptions made
as is done in the more detailed staff analysis. For example,
the Commission’s report to the Legislature did not include the
assumption staff made while developing the estimate for the
animal adoption mandate that late or amended claims may be
filed. This information would help the Legislature understand
whether the data related to the years presented are complete and
would highlight those years with incomplete data.

Another factor that affects the accuracy of the statewide cost
estimate is the accuracy of the amounts local entities include in
their claims. As discussed in Chapter 1, we question a significant
amount of the activities local entities claimed under the peace
officer rights mandate and identified errors in the claims related
to the animal adoption mandate as well. Earlier in this chapter,
we discussed how difficult it is to estimate mandate costs with
confidence until initial reimbursement claims are submitted
and subjected to some level of field review to ensure consistency
with the parameters and guidelines. We believe that if the
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N
We identified several
delays occurring at the
Commission involving the
better part of 20 months
for the peace officer
rights mandate and nine
months for the animal
adoption mandate.

Controller performs a field review of the initial reimbursement
claims for selected new mandates, as discussed previously, this
would help ensure that claimed costs are accurate. In turn,
this structural reform would improve the accuracy of the claims
data the Commission includes in its statewide cost estimates.

COMMISSION STAFF ASSERT THAT LACK OF STAFFING
WILL CONTINUE TO AFFECT THE COMMISSION’S
ABILITY TO MEET STATUTORY DEADLINES RELATED TO
THE MANDATE PROCESS

The Commission took almost five years for the peace officer
rights mandate and four years‘for the animal adoption mandate
to reach a statement of decision and prepare a statewide cost
estimate. Although its processes allow the Commission to grant
extensions of time or even postponement of hearings based

on good cause, we identified several delays occurring at the
Commission involving the better part of 20 months for the
peace officer rights mandate and nine months for the animal
adoption mandate. Commission staff believe such delays will
continue because of recent increases in workload and decreases
in staffing.

To meet the statutory deadlines, the Commission uses a
standard timeline—set forth in regulation—to hear and

decide the disposition of test claims, to adopt parameters and
guidelines, and to develop a statewide cost estimate. In certain
circumstances, this timeline can be extended to allow interested
parties and z}ffected state agencies additional time for review
and comments. For example, any interested party or affected
state agency may request an extension of time before the date
set for filing responses. The request must explain the reasons

an extension is necessary, propose a new date, and be approved
by the Commission'’s executive director. In addition, any party
may request a postponement of a hearing regarding a test claim,
parameters and guidelines, or a statewide cost estimate until

the next scheduled hearing or another date. This request must
explain the reasons for the postponement and must be approved
by the Commission’s executive director.

We found delays in the timelines for both mandates. The peace
officer rights mandate timeline included a combined delay of
more than seven months because Commission staff failed to
follow up with the claimant regarding the submittal of a rebuttal
and the submittal of Commission-requested materials in a
timely fashion. In addition, Commission staff took 13 months
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Commission staff stated
that the Commission.
would not be able to
hear, decide, or adopt
parameters and guidelines
or statewide cost estimates
within its regulatory
12-month timeline for
the 51 test claims that
were filed during fiscal
year 2002-03.

to issue the draft staff analysis of the test claim from the time
they received requested additional information from all parties.
For the animal adoption mandate, Commission staff took
almost nine months to issue the draft staff analysis from the

last date a comment, rebuttal, or amendment to the test claim
was filed. Commission staff told us the delays were partially
caused by competing priorities and a staffing shortage. Although

~ we acknowledge that Commission staff needed some time to

analyze the information received, we believe most of these
delays reflected time beyond what was needed for the analysis.

Commission staff also indicated that the workload has increased
while the number of staff has decreased because of the State’s
fiscal crisis. Commission staff stated that a new statutory
requirement contributed to a large increase in the number of test
claims filed by local entities. Commission staff also reported that
the Commission has heard and ruled on an increased number
of challenges filed by local entities asserting that the Controller
incorrectly reduced their reimbursement claims (incorrect
reduction claims). According to staff, the Commission heard
and ruled on 70 incorrect reduction claims during fiscal year
2002-03, as opposed to only three during fiscal year 2001-02.
Further, Commission staff indicated that the Commaission faces
a significant caseload of test claims that will prevent it from
meeting the statutory deadlines related to the mandate process
for the foreseeable future.

Commission staff stated that, as of July 2003, they had a
caseload of 113 test claims, compared with only 82 test claims
as of July 2002. Included in the 113 test claims are 51 that were
filed during fiscal year 2002-03 that have yet to be heard or
decided. Commission staff stated that this is due, in part, to
Chapter 1124, Statutes of 2002, which requires local entities

to submit test claims related to laws in effect before 2002, by
September 30, 2003. Commission staff also stated that, based
on the current budget, staffing, and workload, the Commission
would not be able to hear, decide, or adopt parameters and
guidelines or statewide cost estimates within its regulatory
12-month timeline for the 51 test claims that were filed during
fiscal year 2002-03. Also, as a result of the current state budget
crisis, Commission staff stated that the Commission’s authorized
staffing levels were reduced from 14 in fiscal year 2002-03 to
10 in fiscal year 2003-04. Unless the Commission is able to
increase staffing to handle the caseload effectively, it likely will
continue to face delays in accomplishing its workload.

62

California State Auditor Report 2003-106

1473



RECOMMENDATIONS

To identify potential claiming errors and to ensure that costs
claimed are consistent with legislative and Commission
intent, the Controller should perform a field review of initial
reimbursement claims for selected new mandates. In addition,
the Commission should work with the Controller, other affected
state agencies, and interested parties to implement appropriate
changes to the regulations governing the mandate process,
allowing the Controller sufficient time to perform these field
reviews and identify any inappropriate claiming as well as to
suggest any needed changes to the parameters and guidelines
before development of the statewide cost estimate and the
payment of claims. If the Commission and the Controller find
they cannot accomplish these changes through the regulatory
process, they should seek appropriate statutory changes.

To project more accurate statewide cost estimates, Commission
staff should analyze more carefully the completeness of the
initial claims data used to develop the estimates and adjust the
estimates accordingly.

When reporting its statewide cost estimates to the Legislature,
the Commission should disclose the incomplete nature of
the initial claims data used to develop the estimates and the
assumptions it made regarding the initial claims data.

The Commission should ensure that it carries out its process for
deciding test claims, approving parameters and guidelines, and
developing the statewide cost estimates in as timely a manner
as possible: To ensure that it is able to do so, the Commission
should continue to assess its caseload and work with Finance
and the Legislature to obtain sufficient staffing.
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We conducted this review under the authority vested in the California State Auditor by
Section 8543 et seq. of the California Government Code and according to generally accepted
government auditing standards. We limited our review to those areas specified in the audit

scope section of this report.

Respectfully submitted,

ELAINE M. HOWLE
State Auditor

Date: October 15, 2003

Staff: Karen L. McKenna, CPA, Audit Principal
John E Collins II, CPA
Joe Azevedo
Ben Belnap
Suzi Ishikawa
Jerry A. Lewis
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APPENDIX

The Commission Found That the

Due-Process Clauses of the U.S. and
California Constitutions Impose
Administrative Appeal Requirements
Similar to Parts of the Peace Officer
Rights Law

Bill of Rights (peace officer rights) mandate, the Commission”

on State Mandates (Commission) determined that a-portion
of the peace officer rights law imposes some of the same notice
and hearing requirements imposed under existing due-process
clauses in the U.S. and California constitutions. To the extent
that certain requirements already were imposed on local entities
before the peace officer rights law, the commission found
that no mandate subject to state reimbursement exists. The
Commission found that the peace officer rights law is broader
than the due-process clauses and applies to additional employer
actions that did not previously enjoy the protections of the due-
process clauses. Accordingly, the Commission found that a state
mandate exists to the extent that the peace officer rights law
imposed new duties that exceeded those preexisting obligations.
For example, in its statement of decision for the peace officer
rights mandate, the Commission included the table presented
on the following page in its discussion of administrative
appeals to distinguish between the types of employer actions
préviously required under the due-process clauses of both
the U.S. and California constitutions and those new duties
imposed by the mandate. Although this particular discussion
focused on administrative appeals, the Commission made
similar distinctions in discussing other categories of expense
in the statement of decision. The text in italics represents
those employer actions required by the peace officer rights law
that go beyond already existing due-process requirements for
administrative appeals.

In its statement of decision for the Peace Officers Procedural
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TABLE A.1

Comparison of Administrative Appeal Requirements
Before and After the Peace Officer Rights Mandate

Dismissal of a permanent employee Dismissal of a permanent, probationary, or at-will employee

Suspension of a permanent employee Suspension of a permanent, probationary, or at-will employee

None ’ - .. Transfer of a permanent, probationary, or at-will employee for purposes
of punishment :

None Any other disciplinary actions not listed above against a permanent,
probationary, or at-will employee that result in disadvantage, harm, loss,
or hardship and impact the career opportunities of the employee

Source: The November 1999 statement of decision for the peace officer rights-mandate by the Commission on State Mandates.

The Commission determined that under the following
circumstances, the administrative appeal requirements in the
peace officer rights law do not constitute a new program or
higher level of service because prior law requires such an appeal
under the due-process clauses:

s A permanent employee is dismissed, demoted, suspended, or
receives a reduction in pay or a written reprimand.

» A probationary or at-will employee is dismissed and
the employee’s reputation and ability to obtain future
employment is harmed by the dismissal.

However, the Commission also stated that the due-process
clauses of the U.S. and California constitutions do not require an
administrative appeal in the following circumstances:
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» Dismissal, demotion, suspension, salary reduction, or written '
reprimand received by probationary and at-will employees
whose liberty interests are not affected.*

» Transfer of permanent, probationary, and at-will employees
for purposes of punishment.

* Denial of promotion for permanent, probationary, and at-will
) ernployees for reasons other than merit.

* Other actions against permanent, probationary, and at-will
employees that result in disadvantage, harm, loss, or hardship
and 1mpact the employee s career opportunines

Thus, the Commlssmn found that in the prewously named
situations, the administrative appeal required by the peace
officer rights law constitutes a new program or higher level of
service and as such imposes costs mandated by the State. In the
‘parameters and guidelines it issued to claimants as guidance,
the Commission included these actions as reimbursable in the
administrative appeals category for the period July 1, 1994,
through December 31, 1998. However, the parameters and
guidelines provide a further limitation starting January 1, 1999,
because of a change in the law. Specifically, Government Code,
Section 3304(b), no longer affords these protections for
probationary and at-will employees, but now affords the
protections contained in the first and last of the four items listed
above to a chief of police.

* A liberty interest in employment arises when a government charge may seriously
damage one’s reputation to the extent that it forecloses the employee’s freedom to
pursue other employment opportunities.
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Agency's comments provided as text only.

Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

October 1, 2003

Ms. Elaine M. Howle

State Auditor

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to Bureau of State Audits’ Draft Report on the
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights and Animal Adoption Programs

Dear Ms. Howle:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Bureau of State Audits’ Draft Report, “State Man-
dates: The High Level of Questionable Costs Claimed Highlights the Need for Structural Reforms of
the Process.” We appreciate your accurate description of the mandate reimbursement process and
the Commission’s quasi-judicial role in it. Following are our responses to the specific recommenda-
tions in the report that relate to the Commission.

Recommendation: To ensure that local entities receive reimbursement only for costs associated
with the increased holding period for eligible animals, the Legislature should direct the Commission
to amend the parameters and guidelines of the Animal Adoption mandate to correct the formula for
detérmining the reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter space.

Response: Based on the findings in the report, amendments to the parameters and guidelines
appear to be appropriate. If a statute is enacted to implement this recommendation, the Commis-
sion staff will work with state agencies and interested parties in the development of an alternative
formula. The alternative formula would be included in a proposed amendment presented to the
Commission for adoption.

Recommendation: To assist local entities in preparing mandate reimbursement claims, the Com-
mission should include language in its parameters and guidelines to notify claimants and the
relevant state entities that the statement of decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the
legal and factual basis for the parameters and guidelines; it should also point out that the support
for such legal and factual findings is found in the administrative record of the test claim.

Response: The Commission staff will add the suggested language to proposed parameters and
guidelines that are presented to the Commission for adoption.
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Ms. Elaine M. Howle
October 1, 2003
Page 2

Recommendation: The Commission should work with the Controller, other affected state agencies,
and interested parties to implement appropriate changes to the regulations governing the mandate
process, allowing the Controller sufficient time to perform field reviews and identify any inappropri-

ate claiming as well as suggest any needed changes to the parameters and guidelines prior to the

development of the statewide cost estimate and the payment of claims. If the Commission and the
Controller find they cannot accomplish these changes through the regulatory process, they should

seek appropriate statutory changes.

Response: The Commission staff will work with the State Controller’s Office as that office deter-
mines how to identify potential claiming errors and ensure that costs claimed are consistent with
legislative and Commission intent. The staff will develop and propose appropriate changes to the
regulations and statutes in consultation with affected state agencies and interested parties. Any
changes to the Commission's regulations will be submitted to the Commission for approval and
adoption. If it were necessary to seek appropriate statutory changes, a legislative proposal would
be submitted to the Commission and the Governor's Office for approval prior to submission to the
Legislature,

Recommendation: 7o project more accurate statewide cost estimates, the Commission staff should
more carefully analyze the completeness of the initial claims data they use to develop the estimates
and adjust the estimates accordingly. Additionally, when reportlng to the Legislature, the Commis-

sion should disclose the: /ncomplete nature of the initial claims data it uses to develop the estimates.

Response: The Commission staff agrees with the aud|t findings supportmg this recommendatlon
and will lmmedlately implement it. h :

Recommendation: To ensure that it is able to meet its statutory deadlines in the future, the Com-
mission should continue to assess its caseload and work with the Department of Finance and the
Legislature to obtain sufficient staffing to deal with its caseload.

Response: The Commission recognizes the importance of completing test claim determinations to
provide policymakers with timely statewide cost estimates for mandated programs. The Commis-
sion will continue to assess its caseload during every meeting. Today, 137 test claims are pending;
29 more were filed since the report was completed. Over the past year, the number of pending test
claims has increased by 61 percent. As noted in the report, unless staffing is increased to effec-
tively handle the caseload, there will be significant delays. We will continue to work with the Depart-
ment of Finance and the Legislature to address this issue.

Sincerely,
(Signed by: Paula Higashi)

PAULA HIGASHI
Executive Director
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Agency's comments provided as text only.

State Controller's Office -
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850
Sacramento, CA 95814

October 1, 2003

Ms. Elaine M. Howle
California State Auditor
Bureau of State Audits

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Hewle:

" Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft report dealing with your report, State
Mandates: The High Level of Questionable Costs Claimed Highlights the Need for Structural
Reforms of the Process. Enclosed is the State Controller's Office (SCO) response to specific
recommendations in your report,

The SCO has worked with the Commlssmn on State Mandates staff affected state agenmes
interested parties, and clalmants in recommendlng changes to the parameters and guidelines

to provnde greater clarity as to reimbursable activities and in strengthenlng documentation
requirements necessary to support actual costs claimed. My staff has been very proactive in the
mandated cost process, both from an administrative and an audit perceptive. Like your audit, the
SCO audits have also disclosed significant findings relating to unsupported and unallowable costs.

As discussed in your report, structuraI reforms are needed to more accurately ldentlfy mandated
costs and to ensure that claims relmbursement guidance is cons|stent with legislative and
Commission intent. 1 support any efforts made to improve and streamline the mandated cost
process.

| appreciate your recommendations and will ensure that they will be implemented in a timely
manner,

Sincerely,

(Signed by: Steve Westly)

STEVE WESTLY
California State Controller

Enclosure
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STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE
RESPONSE TO BUREAU OF STATE AUDITS REPORT
OCTOBER 1, 2003

OVERVIEW

The State Controller's Office (SCO) appreciates the assistance of the Bureau of State

Audits (BSA) in reviewing and identifying issues and providing recommendations for improvements
concerning the mandated cost program. The SCO has been very proactive in working with other
affected state agencies, local agency representatives, and the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) in clarifying specific reimbursable activities and documentation requirements in the
parameters and guidelines and related claiming instructions. Additionally, over the last two years,
the SCO has made improvements in processing and monitoring mandated cost claims and has
expanded the field audit process.

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS

The SCO concurs with the findings and recommendations of the audit and is committed to
improving the program to the maximum extent possible by working with the Commission, other
affected state agencies, and local agency representatives. There are several plans that will be
developed to address the recommendations. The plans and their status will be reported to the BSA
in our update, which is due 60 days from the issuance of your final report.

Recommendations —~ Chapter 1

To ensure that local entities receive reimbursement only for costs associated with the
increased holding period for eligible animals, the Legislature should direct the Commission
to amend the parameters and guidelines of the animal adoption mandate to correct the
formula for determining the reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter space.
Specifically, if a local entity acquires or builds a new shelter facility that is larger than
needed to comply with the increased holding period, the formula needs an additional factor
to isolate the cost associated with the increased holding period from the costs incurred to
meet other needs, such as preexisting shelter overcrowding or predicted animal population
growth. :

If the Commission amends the parameters and guidelines of the animal adoption mandate to
correct the formula for determining the reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter
space, the Controller should amend its claiming instructions accordingly and require local
entities who have claimed such costs to amend their claims to address the change.

Response:

The SCO agrees with this recommendation. Specific actions in response to the above
recommendation are as follows:

* The SCO agrees that the Legislature should direct the Commission to amend the parameters
and guidelines of the animal adoption mandate to correct the formula for determining the
reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter space.
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* The SCO will recommend that the legislation addresses the appropriate reimbursable period for
the change and authorizes the SCO to require that claims be refiled.

* As required under current law and regulation, within 60 days of the adoption of any
amendments to the parameters and guidelines, the SCO will reissue claiming instructions to
ensure consistency with the amended parameters and guidelines.

To ensure that local entities have prepared reimbursement claims for the peace officer
rights mandate that are consistent with the Commission’s intent, the Controller should audit
claims already paid under that mandate. In conducting the audit, the Controller should pay
particular attention to the types of problems described in this report.

Response:

The SCO agrees with this recommendation. Specific action in response to the above
recommendation is as follows:

* By November 1, 2003, the SCO will update the audit program to incorporate audit issues
identified in the report and will commence the audits prior to December 31, 2003.

If deemed appropriate based on the results of its [peace officer rights] audit, the Controller
should do the following:

* Request that the Commission amend the parameters and guidelines to address any
concerns the Controller identifies.

* Amend the claiming instructions and require local entities who have filed claims to
adjust their ciaims accordlngly

« Seek statutory changes, if needed, to accomplish any identified amendments and to
ensure that the amendments can be applied retroactively to all claims submitted.

Response;

The SCO agrees with this recommendation. SpeC|f|c actions in response to the above
recommendation are as follows:

* Within 60 days of publication of the SCO audits of peace officer rights mandates initiated
prior to December 31, 2003, the SCO will request the Commission to amend the parameters
and guidelines for issues that will require greater specificity as to reimbursable activities,
provided those activities are consistent with the Commission’s adopted statement of decision.
In requesting an amendment, the SCO will seek appropriate direction relating to retroactive
application of the change in reimbursable activities for previously filed claims and authorization
for claims to be refiled with the SCO. |

*  Within 60 days of the adoption of any amendments to the parameters and guidelines, the SCO
will reissue the claiming instructions to ensure consistency with the amended parameters and
guidelines.

* By December 1, 2003, the SCO will work with the Commission in assessing whether regulatory
and/or statutory changes are necessary for amendments to be applied retroactively to
previously filed claims. [f statutory changes are necessary, the SCO will seek necessary
legislation.
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To clarify which costs are reimbursable under the administrative activities section of the
peace officer rights mandate parameters and guidelines, the Controller should request that
the Commission amend the parameters and guidelines to better explain what activities are
included in “updating the status of the cases.”

Response:

The SCO agrees with this recommendation. Specific actions in response to the above
recommendation are as follows:

*  Within 60 days of the publication of SCO audits of peace officer rights mandates initiated prior
to December 31, 2003, the SCO will request the Commission to amend the parameters and
guidelines for administrative activity costs for updating the status report to require greater
specificity as to reimbursable activities, provided those activities are consistent with the
Commission’s adopted statement of decision and clarification contained in the Commission staff
analysis of the proposed parameters and guidelines.

* Within 60 days of the adoption of any amendments to the parameters and guidelines, the SCO
will reissue the claiming instructions to ensure consistency with the amended parameters and
guidelines.

* By December 1, 2003, the SCO will work with the Commission in assessing whether regulatory
and/or statutory changes are necessary for amendments to be applied retroactively to
previously filed claims. If statutory changes are necessary, the SCO will seek necessary
legislation.

To ensure that local entities claim reimbursement for appropriate costs under the animal
adoption mandate, the Controller should either amend the claiming instructions or seek an
amendment to the parameters and guidelines to emphasize that average daily census must
be based on all animals housed to properly calculate reimbursable costs under the care and
maintenance section of the parameters and guidelines.

Response:

The SCO agrees with this recommendation. Specific actions in response to the above
recommendation are as follows:

* By December 1, 2003, the SCO will request the Commission to amend the parameters and
guidelines for the animal adoption mandate to emphasize that the average daily census must
be based on all animals housed, to properly calculate reimbursable costs under the care and
maintenance section.

* Within 60 days of the adoption of any amendments to the parameters and guidelines, the SCO
will reissue the claiming instructions to ensure consistency with the amended parameters and
guidelines.

To ensure that local entities develop and maintain adequate support for costs claimed
under all state mandates, the Controller should finalize its guidance on what constitutes an
acceptable time study for local entities to follow and under what circumstances they can
use a time study to estimate the amount of time their employees spend on reimbursable
activities.
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Resgonse; 7

The SCO agrees with this recommendation. Specific actrons in response to the above
recommendation are as follows:

* By December 1, 2003, the SCO will develop a plan for implementation of time study guidslines.
Over the past year, the SCO has been meeting with representatlves from cities, counties, and
school districts to develop guidance on what constitutes an acceptable time study and to |dent|fy
the appropriate circumstances for its application. The SCO plans to discuss the results with
affected state agencies prior to finalizing the guidelines.

Recommendations ~ Ch'ap_""ter 2

To Identlfy potentlal clalmant errors. and ¢ ensure that costs claimed are conslstent ‘with
legislative and Commission intent, the Controller should perform a f|eld revlew of initial
reimbursement claims for selected new mandates In addition, the COmmlss|on should
work wlth the Controller other affected state agencles, and Interested partles to Implement
approprlate changes to the regulations governing the mandate process, aIIowIng the
Controller sufficlent time to perform these field reviews and Identify any lnapproprlate
claiming as well as suggest any needed changes to the parameters and guidelmes pr|or

to the development of the statewlde cost estlmate and the payment of claims. If the
Commisslon and the Controller find they cannot accomplish these changes through the
regulatory process, they should seek appropriate statutory changes. .

Flesponse:

The SCO agrees in pnnmple with the recommendatlons Specrflc actlon in response to the above
recommendations is as follows:

* By January 1, 2004, the SCO will develop a plan to commence reviews of filed claims for
selected new mandates prior to payment. The plan will include meeting with the Commission
and other affected state agencies to rdent|fy what regulatory or statutory changes and audit
resources are necessary to allow the Controller sufficient time to perform field reviews prior
to payment and avoid any loss of recoveries from post-payment audits because of the current
three-year time limit. The proposed change will allow the SCO to identify inappropriate
claiming as well as suggest any needed changes to the parameters and guidelines prior to the
development of the statewide cost estimate, the payment of claims, and the effective date of the
amended parameters and guidelines.
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Agency's comments provided as text only.

City of Los Angeles
1500 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4190

September 30, 2003

Mr. Steven M. Hendrickson*
Chief Deputy State Auditor
California State Auditor
Bureau Of State Audits

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. Hendrickson:

0110-38000-0000

Enclosed is the response from the City of Los Angeles to the Bureau of State
Auditors regarding the draft review of the Animal Adoption mandate and the Peace Officer Rights

mandate.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Angela L. Berumen
of my staff at 213/485-8099 or by e-mail at aberumen @ cao.lacity.org

Enclosures

Sincerely,

(Signed by: William T Fujioka)

William T Fujioka
City Administrative Officer

* California State Auditor's comments begin on page B1.
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City of Los Angeles
INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: September 29, 2003
To: WILLIAM T FUJIOKA, City Administrative Officer
From: JERRY GREENWALT, General Manager

Department of Animal Services

Subjecf: RESPONSE TO BUREAU OF STATE, AUDITORS REVIEW OF THE ANIMAL
ADOPTION REIMBURSEMENT CLAIM ,

The Department of Animal Services (Department) received the results of the recent audit/review
performed by the State of California, Bureau of State Audits (BSA). The audit was a review of a-
Department claim submitted under the Animal Adoption mandate required under SB 1785 for the
Fiscal Year 2001-02. The following information is submitted as a result of the BSA audit,

The Department has reviewed the audit findings as submitted by the BSA and determlned that

they are substantially correct, The audit was found to be fair and without procedural errors. Some
records were missing and the Department was unable to produce them at the auditor's request;
thus, disallowances were made to claimed amounts. However, the Department was unable to verify
the value of the reported disallowances because the records sampled and the sampling techniques
used by the BSA to complete the audit were not made available to the Department.

Based on the audit information supplied by the BSA, the Department WiII submit amended Animal
Adoption claims for reimbursement, with the supporting documentation available for future audits.

If you have any questions please call Agnes Ko, Senior Management Analyst II, at (213) 473-7617,
or Ross Pool, Management Assistant, at (213) 473-7515, ~

JG:AK:RP
cc: Todd Bouey, CAO

Agnes Ko
Ross Pool
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City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles Police Department Response to the
California State Auditor, Bureau of State Audits

We believe your office does not understand the requirements placed on local government by the
Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights (POBOR), therefore, your findings do not refiect the work
required to comply with the state mandated requirements that are imposed on the Los Angeles
Police Department (LAPD). As you correctly state in Chapter 1 of your report titled, “Excerpts
Related to the Peace Officer Rights Mandate,” the Commission (Commission on State Mandates)
found that many of the activities included in the peace officers right law are not reimbursable
because they were already required under the constitutional provisions (due-process clause of
the 14th Amendment of the United States Constitution). lt'appéars you accuratﬁely concluded that
the reimbursable portions are “the requirements in the peace officer rights law (that) exceed the
rights afforded peace officers under the United States and California constitution.” [f that is a fair
representation of your comments, then we fully agree on how you should determine if an activity is
reimbursable, - '

Our disagreement with your report and the majority of the findings related to our Department
centers around your comments on what activities are mandated by the POBOR Act that exceeds

a police officer's constitutional right. Suffice it to say, in all three of the areas or components that
you discussed in your report, namely, (1) interrogations, (2) adverse comments, and (3) administra-
tive activities, we believe the Bureau has uriderstated what activities go beyond a peace officer's
constitutional due process rights and therefore are mandated by the POBOR Act. Given that basic
disagreement, a section-by-section or issue-by-issue response has not been prepared.

We take considerable issue with your comment that one hundred (100) percent of the costs
included in City's state mandated cost reimbursement claims that were audited are “unsupported.”
We have considerable evidence to document that the work was done and there are files, which
you have seen, that contain detailed information on the cases included in the state mandated cost
claims at issue. While the data may not be in the form you prefer, we feel it clearly demonstrates
that the work was done and that it can be determined that the amount of time associated with the
activities claimed is very reasonable.

The City does agree with your findings on pages 12 and 13 of the report relating to the calculation
errors in claiming indirect costs and employee benefits. Your findings appear to be correct.

Since your report goes to the Legislature, we would like to raise one issue for their consideration.
The issue is how much time should local agencies expend to provide the level of documentation
that you apparently desire. If you would like the City to purchase and implement a detailed activity
based cost accounting system and have the Department'’s officers spend the commensurate time
documenting their activities to meet those requirements, then we would request that you provide us
with the money to purchase and implement that system as well as to pay LAPD for the cost of its
personnel to maintain that system. Our job is to provide law enforcement services to the citizens of
Los Angeles and in this case, make sure LAPD’s peace officers are provided the additional protec-
tions afforded to them by the state mandate Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights. Given the
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City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles Police Department Response to the
California State Auditor, Bureau of State Audits

limited resources of both state and local government, we find it offensive to suggest that we need to
be spending considerable more time on administrative and accounting systems to justify the costs
which we obviously incurred.

We understand the federal government has recently recognized the need to reduce many of

the burdensome documentation requirements on states just to justify the reimbursement of its
federal expenditures. We believe that the primary requirement should be to provide evidence the
product or service was delivered and efforts should be focused on minimizing the time and money
spent documenting that evidence. If there is adequate proof the service has been provided, we
believe the documentation should be kept to a reasonable minimum. In other words, we find it
counterproductive for the State to be moving in the opposite direction of the federal government
and demanding greater documentation, which does not appear to be benefiting anyone except
accountants and consultants. Hopefully the Legislature will recognize that the delivery of the
service is what is of the utmost importance and the time spent on unnecessary documentation
between the various levels of California government is not in the best interest of its taxpayers.

In closing, we understand you are just trying to do your job, We hope, however, the Legislature will
not attempt to use your findings to avoid paying its constitutional obligation to local government.
With all due respect, your report minimizes the state mandated requirements placed on local gov-
ernment that are needed to comply with the POBOR act.

We would like to express our appreciation for the professional conduct of your staff.

Questions regarding this matter may be referred to Ms. Laura Filatoff at (213) 485-5296.
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COMMENTS

California State Auditor’s Comments
‘on the Response From the C:ty of
Los Angeles

the response to our audit from the city of Los Angeles. The
numbers correspond with the numbers we have placed in
the city’s response.

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on

' - We were surprised that the city of Los Angeles indicated it was
not given the opportunity to verify the value of amounts we
questioned related to its animal adopt1on claim, We briefed
city staff on the nature and quantification of the various
problems we noted with its claim. Had city staff asked for more
information regarding our calculations, we would have been
happy to provide it.

. We dlsagree w1th the c1ty of Los Angeles assertions that we did
not understand or have understated or minimized the state
mandated requirements under the Peace Officers Procedural
Bill of Rights (peace officer rights) mandate. As described
beginning on page 24 of our report, the administrative record
shows that the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)
found that many activities included in the peace officer rights
law are not reimbursable because they already were required
under constitutional provisions. In addition, Commission staff
have confirmed our understanding of the record. Moreover,
as we state on page 26 of our report, if a local entity believes
the Commission should have identified more reimbursable
activities, that entity could have brought these issues to the
Commission’s attention when it considered the proposed
parameters and guidelines. Alternatively, the entity could have
submitted a subsequent request to amend the parameters and
guidelines to include additional activities.

. Page numbers and certain titles in the draft that we shared with
the city of Los Angeles, such as “Excerpts Related to the Peace
Officer Rights Mandate,” differ from our final report. The statutes
governing our work require us to maintain strict confidentiality
of information related to an audit until that audit is completed
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and released to the public. Thus, when an audit involves more
than one entity, it is our practice to provide each entity with an
excerpt of our draft report for comment.

We found that 100 percent of the direct costs the city of

Los Angeles claimed are unsupported because the methods the
city used to determine time spent did not comply with the
parameters and guidelines. Specifically, as described on page 41
of our report, the parameters and guidelines require local entities
to track the actual time devoted to each reimbursable activity
by each employee. The city of Los Angeles did not use this
methodology in preparing its claim. Further, in acknowledging
that tracking actual efforts may be challenging on pages 41 and
42 of our report, we describe using an adequate time study as
an acceptable alternative for determining costs. However, as .
we point out on page 43, we found that the city’s method for
estimating time was deficient because it had no documentation
to support that the time estimates it used reflected the actual
experience of its employees. Thus, we found that the city

of Los Angeles neither used an acceptable methodology nor
adequately supported its claim.

We have not asserted thatlocal entities need to acquire new
accounting systems. However, they do need to develop and
maintain adequate supporting documentation that isolates costs
for reimbursable activities. As described on pages 42 and 44 of
our report, a time study conducted for a period of time may be
a reasonable way to support claimed costs if it is not practical to
track actual efforts on an ongoing basis. Further, as we note in
our report, the State Controller’s Office (Controller) is working
with local entities to develop guidance regarding the appropriate
use and conduct of time studies. However, the Controller has
not yet provided such guidance as of the issuance of our report.
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Agency’s comments provided as text only.

County of Los Angeles

Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
Department of Auditor-Controller
500 West Temple Strest, Room 525
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2766

October 1, 2003

Elaine M. Howle*

State Auditor

Bureau of State Audits

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Ms. Howle:
Los Angeles County’s Response:

Bureau of State Audits’ State Mandates Report
Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights

We submit our respo‘nse to the portion of the subject report which applies to Los Angeles County.

Leonard Kaye of my staff is aVailabIe at (213) 974-8564 to answer questions you may have con-
cerning this submission.

Very truly yours,

(Signed by: J. Tyler McCauley)

J. Tyler McCéuleyé ‘
Auditor-Controller

Enclosures

* California State Auditor's comments begin on page 89.
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Los Angeles County’s Response
Bureau of State Audits’ State Mandates Report
Peace Officers Procedural Biil of Rights

Our review addresses the Bureau of State Audits’ (BSA) finding that our Police Officer Procedural
Bill of Rights (POBAR) claim is overstated.

BSA’s principal concern is that “{t|he entities seemed to focus on the four broad categories of
expense in the parameters and guidelines and not on the specific activities outlined within the cat-
egories.”

As noted by BSA, Los Angeles County [County] elected to seek reimbursement under only two
expense categories — “Interrogations” and "Administrative Appeals.” No reimbursements were
claimed under the “Adverse Comment” and “Administrative Activities” expense categories as the
County did not have sufficient time to adequately document these costs, Otherwise, our claim
would have been higher. If the County was motivated to seek reimbursement for costs that were
perceived to be outside the scope of this mandate, it is unlikely that two entire categories would
have been unclaimed.

For the two categories in which the County sought reimbursement, the BSA questions virtually all
of the claimed costs. We believe that the POBAR's Statement of Decision (SOD)! and parameters
and guidelines (Ps&Gs) are complex documents and that there may be reasonable differences in
ascertaining costs that were intended to be reimbursed. Although we do not agree with BSA’s con-
clusion that only a small percentage of the claimed costs are allowable, we do agree that the BSA’s
report identifies issues that may require further clarification from the Commission.

Further, the County will prepare future POBAR's claims in light of BSA’s recommendations.

Following are our comments addressing BSA's conclusions that our POBAR's administrative appeal
costs and interrogation costs [including investigation costs] were improperly claimed or not ade-
quately supported.

Investigations

Implementation of the POBAR's program requires the County to conduct “prompt, thorough. and
fair investigations"?. Such investigative costs are reimbursable. In this regard, Commission’s SOD
states, on page 13, that:

1 BSA notes that its report is based on “... the plain language in the statement of decision and parameters and guidelines” [BSA
Report, page 4). Accordingly, the County’s response is also based on such language.

2 The County uses the “prompt, thorough, and fair investigations” terminology here in order to describe the POBAR's
investigative costs claimed under the “Interrogations” expense category. As noted by the Commission on page 16 of their
POBAR's Statement of Decision, the California Supreme Court in Pasadena Police Officers Association v, City of Pasadena [[1990)
52 Cal.3d 5641, supports Commission’s finding that POBAR's imposed new and reimbursable duties, not required under prior
law. With regard to POBAR’s investigations, the Court stated:

“To keep the peace and enforce the law, a police department needs the confidence and cooperation
of the community it serves. Even if not criminal in nature, acts of a police officer that tend to impair
the public’s trust in its police department can be harmful to the department’s efficiency and morale.
Thus, when allegations of officer misconduct are raised, it is essential that the department conduct
a prompt, thorough, and fair investigation. Nothing can more swiftly destroy the community’s
confidence in its police farce than its perception that concerns raised about an officer’s honesty or
integrity will go unheeded or will lead only to a superficial investigation.” [Emphasis added.]

Page 1
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“Conducting the investigation when the peace officer is on duty, and
compensating the peace officer for off-duty time in accordance with regular
department procedures are new requirements not previously imposed on local
agencies and school districts.

Accordingly, the Commission found that Government Code section 3303, sub-
division (a), constitutes a new program or higher level of service under article
Xl B, section 6 of the California Constitution and imposes “costs mandated by
the state” under Government Code section 17514, [Emphasis added.]?

In addition, Section IV. C. of the POBAR's Ps&Gs, details reimbursable activities for “interrogations”
to include:

“,.. reimbursement for the performance of ... [investigations] ... only when .
a peace officer is under investigation, and is subjected to an interrogation by

the commanding officer, or any other member of the employing public safety

department, that could lead to dismissal, demotion, suspension, reduction in

salary, written reprimand, or transfer for the purpose of punishment.” [Emphasis

added.]

Further, Section IV. C.1. of the POBAR's Ps&Gs also provides for reimbursement of “off-duty com-

pensation” “... when required by the seriousness of the investigation” [emphasis added)].
Also, claiming POBAR's investigative costs is not prohibited in Commission's SOD or Ps&Gs. .

Moreover, Commission’s SOD and Ps&Gs provide no reimbursement limitations on claimants’ costs
in conducting a prompt. thorough, and fair investigation.

Investigation Costs

The County claimed its reimbursable POBAR's investigative costs using methodologies acceptable .
to the State Controller's Office [SCO]. '

For POBAR's investigations occurring at the Sheriff's unit level, a time study was conducted. The
time spent by unit-level personnel investigating a POBAR'’s matter over a period of several weeks
or more averaged 14 hours per case, Computations, such as the determination of an appropriate
productive hourly rate for investigators, were performed in accordance with SCO’s instructions,
In this instance, the productive hourly rate was found to be $47.48. Therefore, the claimed cost

! BSA recognizes that this Commission language plainly indicates that local law enforcement agencies are required to “investigate
an allegation” [BSA Report, page 6]. However, BSA contends that “investigative time is still clearly not reimbursable” [BSA
Report, page 6]. BSA explains this result by indicating that Commission’s [above] “... wording within the statement of decision
appears to have a minor inconsistency” [BSA Report, page 6]. We contend that BSA’s conclusion is erroneous and that the .
Commission conclusion is correct here,

Page 2
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to conduct a prompt, thorough, and fair investigation at the unit level was $664.72 [14 hours @
$47.48 per hour], an amount that is reasonable, proper, and computed in accordance with SCO
claiming instructions*,

For more complex [than unit level] POBAR's investigations, all the time charged by each full-time
investigator assigned to the Sheriff's Internal Affairs Bureau [IAB] was identified and only the time
spent on a POBAR's case assigned to a particular investigator was charged in the County’s claim,
Such POBAR's time charges were based on the ratio of POBAR's cases to other types of cases.
This methodology is acceptable to SCO as long as the level of effort to conduct a POBAR's inves-
tigation is at least equivalent to that required to conduct a non-POBAR's investigation. Our experi-
ence is that POBAR's cases require the same or more work than other cases.

In addition, POBAR cases require “... providing prior notice to the peace officer regarding the
nature of the interrogation and identification of the investigating officers” [Ps&Gs, page 3]. In this
regard, on pages 3-4, the Ps&Gs expressly provide reimbursement for:

“... review of agency complaints or other documents to prepare the
notice of interrogation; determination of the investigating officers; redac-
tion of the agency complaint for names of the complainant or other
accused parties or witnesses or confidential information; preparation of
notice or agency complaint; review by counsel; and presentation of notice
or agency complaint to peace officers.”

Accordingly, the County claimed costs for the [above] reimbursable activities. However, according to
BSA's report, in their insert regarding “reimbursable interrogation activities”, the [above] costs are
limited to merely “providing subject prior notice regarding the interrogation.” It appears that BSA is
simply deleting an entire list of reimbursable activities from the Ps&Gs?®,

Further, the “prior notice” duties are not duties that can be accomplished in a few minutes. Prior
notice and related duties set forth in the PS&Gs are not trivial and require substantial effort in order
to “... comport with standards of fair play and due process” [SOD, page 10].

It should also be noted that there are no time standards for performing any of the many reimburs-
able POBAR's activities detailed in the Ps&Gs. Perhaps, local law enforcement agencies can be
surveyed to establish such standards. Here, several standards may be appropriate to account for
local agency differences in performing specific POBAR's tasks. Clearly, one size does not fit all.

Also, Commission acknowledges local agency differences in performing reimbursable “administra-
tive appeals” activities.

* It should be noted that SCO has not issued claiming instructions regarding specific requirements for conducting a time study.
However, SCO has routinely accepted time studies as proper documentation of time spent an reimbursable activities,

3 If such a list of reimbursable activities is to be deleted from the POBAR's Ps&Gs, a motion to amend these Ps&GCs should be filed
with the Commission — the agency with sole and exclusive jurisdiction in the matter.
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Administrative Appeals

Reimbursement for a broad variety of POBAR's admlnlstratlve appeals activities is available. In this
regard, Commission’s SOD, on page 10, explains:

“The Commission recognized that the test claim legislation does not specifically
set forth the hearing procedures required for the administrative appeal. Rather,
the type of administrative appeal is left up to the discretion of each local agency
and school district. The courts have determined, however, that the type of
hearing required under Government Code section 3304 must comport with
standards of fair play and due process.”

In the County's POBAR claim studied by BSA, costs claimed for POBAR's administrative appeals
were detailed. The first phase of the administrative appeals process is initiated when a POBAR's
decision is disputed by a permanent peace officer. The second phase is initiated when a POBAR's
appeal hearing is requested. ' ‘

BSA contends that administrative appeal costs incurred before a hearing is requested during the ‘
first [above] phase, is not reimbursable. [BSA Report, page 8.]

We contend that administrative appeal costs in both [of the above] phases are subject to .
reimbursement under the POBAR's parameters and guidelines [Ps&Gs]. The POBAR's Ps&Gs,

indicate, on page 3, that reimbursement is allowable for “providing the opportunity for, and the

conduct of an administrative appeal”.

In addition, the Ps&Gs, on page 3, plainly state that reimbursement is to be provided for

“... preparation and review of the various documents to commence and proceed with the
administrative”. Accordingly, an initial writing and reviewing of charges during the initial [above)
phase is required.

Therefore, the [above] initial appeals duties are an integral and necessary component of the )
POBAR's appeals process and in particular, provide those permanent peace officers who dispute
their POBARs decisions with an opportunity for appeal.

Without this writing and reviewing of charges there would be no opportunity to request or conduct a
POBAR's administrative hearing.

[t should be noted that not all POBAR's cases are administratively appealed. POBAR's case
investigations at the peace officer’s station or unit of assignment levels may not undergo
administrative appeal. However, the County provided an_opportunity for appeal in all cases.

Further, not all of the County's administrative appeal costs are subject to reimbursement. Only
certain administrative appeal costs are subject to reimbursement. After January 1, 1998, such
reimbursable costs, as noted by BSA on page 7 of their report, include: C .

“Dismissal, demotion, suspension, salary reduction, or written reprimand
received by the chief of police, whose liberty interest is not affected.

Page 4
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Transfer of permanent employees for purposes of punishment.
Denial of promot|on for permanent employees for reasons other than merit.

Other actions against permanent employees orthe chlef of police that
result in disadvantage, harm, loss, or hardsh|p and |mpact the career
opportunities of the employee.”

The [above] categaries of reimbursable administrative appeals are subject to interpretation. In
particular, the last category requires that administrative appeals cases be reviewed to determine
the extent to which a particular action will, in fact, “... result in disadvantage, harm, loss, or hardship
and impact the career opportunities of the employee.

Documentation

The County maintains that its 507 page POBAR's claim [examlned by BSA] is well documented
and supported. It is detailed and includes schedules |dent|fy|ng specific work products ... evidence
that the work was actually done. Our POBAR?'s claim is amply footnoted to show that claimed costs
were developed in accordance with SCO's claiming instructions and Commission’s Ps&Gs and
Statement of Decision.

Further, we believe that the POBAR'’s program imposes substantial new duties and costs on local
law enforcement agencies. In this regard, the Commission’s cost estimate for State-wide implemen-
tation for the POBAR's program-[adopted on March 29, 2001] was $152,506,000. Further analysis
suggests that this estimate was reasonable considering that 60,6688 city or county peace officers
are affected.

Finally, we recognize the importance of BSA’s study of the POBAR’s reimbursement program and
will cooperate in every possible way in implementing required changes. Nevertheless, we disagree
with BSA's conclusion that POBAR's does not impose substantial costs on local law enforcement
agencies.

& As reported by the State Department of |ustice for the year 2000,
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COMMENTS

California State Auditor’s
Comments on the Response
From Los Angeles County

the response to our audit from Los Angeles County. The
numbers correspond with the numbers we have placed in
the county’s response.

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on

‘ As we state on page 26 of our report, although we acknowledge
that local entities may have different activities related to the
disciplinary process, they should claim reimbursement only for
activities the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)
found to be reimbursable. If a local entity believes the
Commission should have identified more reimbursable
activities, that entity could have brought these issues to the
Commission’s attention when it considered the proposed
parameters and guidelines. Alternatively, the entity could have
submitted a subsequent request to amend the parameters and
guidelines to include additional activities,

‘ In its response, Los Angeles County repeatedly refers to
investigations as a reimbursable activity even though the
Commission’s guidance focuses on interrogations, a procedural
step in the disciplinary process. Specifically, as described on
page 31 of our report, Los Angeles County bases its conclusion
that investigations are reimbursable on a minor wording
inconsistency in the Commission’s statement of decision.
Nonetheless, the conclusion of the Commission’s statement
of decision refers to “conducting the interrogation of a peace
officer while the officer is on duty,” and the parameters and
guidelines also refer to interrogations. Further, Commission
staff pointed out in their analysis of the test claimant’s proposed
parameters and guidelines that the peace officer rights law does
not require local entities to investigate allegations.

Page numbers in our final report differ from the draft that we
shared with Los Angeles County.

Los Angeles County's characterization of the parameters and
guidelines in this context is misleading because it suggests that
the words omitted from the quotation refer to investigations.
Instead, the omitted words make it clear that this text is not part
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of the list of reimbursable activities. For clarity, we repeat the first
part of the text in section IV.C, the interrogations section, to include
the words the county omitted as follows: “Claimants are eligible for
reimbursement for the performance of the activities listed in this
section only when a peace officer is under investigation, or becomes
a witness to an incident under investigation, and is subjected to an
interrogation . . .” [Emphasis added.]

Los Angeles County’s argument suggests that the Commission
be expected to spell out activities that are not reimbursable. As
described on pages 28 and 29 of our report, where we discuss a
similar argument raised by the city and county of San Francisco,
such a view appears to be at odds with the focus of the mandate
process, which is to determine whether laws impose mandates
and, if so, to define which activities are reimbursable,

We disagree with Los Angeles County’s assertion that it claimed
costs using methodologies acceptable to the State Controller’s
Office (Controller), whose claiming guidance incorporates

the Commission’s parameters and guidelines. As we describe
on page 41 of our report, the parameters and guidelines

require local entities to track the actual time devoted to each
reimbursable activity by each employee. The county did

not use this methodology in preparing its claim. Further, in
acknowledging that tracking actual efforts may be challenging
on pages 41 and 42 of our report, we describe using an adequate
time study as an acceptable alternative for determining costs.
However, as we point out on page 44, we found that the
county’s “time study” used to support a portion of its costs was
deficient because it was developed based on interviews with the
employees who performed the work and there were no records
to show whether the employees who performed the work had
tracked their actual efforts. Further, no time study existed for
the remaining time estimates. Thus, despite the volume of
paperwork provided with its claim, we found that Los Angeles
County neither used acceptable methodologies nor adequately
supported its claim.

Los Angeles County is mistaken when it contends that we
recognize that the Commission’s language plainly indicates that
local agencies are required to “investigate an allegation.” In
particular, on page 31 of our report, we state just the opposite
as follows: “Commission staff pointed out in their analysis of
the test claimant’s proposed parameters and guidelines that

the peace officer rights law does not require local entities to
investigate allegations.” [Emphasis added.]

90
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‘ Los Angeles County is mistaken when it contends that we are
- simply deleting an entire list of reimbursable activities from

the parameters and guidelines. On page 28 of our report, we
point out that under the interrogations category, the parameters
and guidelines list only five specific activities eligible for
reimbursément and include tasks that are reasonably necessary
to carry out these activities. The language the county cited
describes the tasks related to one of the five activities—providing
the peace officer prior notice of the interrogation. We would
have considered such tasks as reimbursable had the county
demonstrated that they We're performed in the context of
providing the officer prior noticé7 However, rather than
isolating the activities its staff performed related to the notice
of interrogation, Los Angeles County claimed reimbursement
for all the time its staff spent investigating complaints against
peace officers.

@  As westate on page 38 of our report, Commission staff
confirmed our understanding that activities occurring before the
officer requests an administrative appeal are not reimbursable.

‘ Los Angeles County has mischaracterized our conclusion. As we
describe on page 27 of our report, we question a high level of
the direct costs claimed by the four local entities we reviewed
because they claimed costs for nonreimbursable activities based
on their broad interpretations of the Commission’s statement of
decision and parameters and guidelines.
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Agency's comments provided as text only.

County of San Diego
Auditor and Controller

1600 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101-2478

September 30, 2003

Elaine M. Howle, State Auditor*
Bureau of State Audits
California State Auditor

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

ATTENTION: TANYA ELKINS
ANIMAL ADOPTION GUIDANCE AUDIT
Thank you for the opportunity to review and submit our comments on the draft report concerning

the animal adoption claim for reimbursable costs. We are submitting the following comments in
response to the recommendations and statements from your recent audit.

Supporting Documentation Section:

We note the draft report acknowledges that tracking actual time for the initial animal adoption claims
would have been challenging, and that claimants generally based time estimates on employee
interviews rather than documented time studies. We further note that the Auditor and Controller is
working with local entities to develop guidance regarding the appropriate use and conduct of time
studies.

Table 4 and Text:

We request that references in the text and in Table 4 to “unsupported costs” be reworded or

otherwise clarified to indicate that a particular claimant did not submit sufficient supporting .
documentation to properly evaluate a claimed item and therefore avoid any implication that such

claim may be false or excessive.

Errors Section and Table 5:

We also request that the draft report reflect the fact that the two errors attributed to County of San

Diego (Table 5), have since been addressed to the satisfaction of the auditors, and that the County .
has indicated its intention to file an amended claim. We concur that the net effect of these errors

will increase our claim by $122,000 as indicated in Table 5.

* California State Auditor's comments appear on page 95.
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Animal Adoption Guidance Audit
Page Two
September 30, 2003

Recommendations:

We have carefully considered the issues that arose in this draft report and look forward to working
with the Auditor and Controlier in developing suitable time studies to ensure that prospective claims
for reimbursable activities are adequately supported. Additionally, the County of San Diego intends
to file an amended claim to provide sufficient documentation on the two items referenced in Table 4,
and to correct the two errors in Table 5 for the Fiscal Year 2001/02.

If you have any questions, please contact Vicki Owens, Budget Officer of the Department of Animal
Services, at (619) 767-2622 or Gina Surgeon of Revenue and Cost Accounting at (619) 685-4825.

Sincerely,

(Signed by: William J. Kelly)
WILLIAM J. KELLY

Chief Financial Officer

RCA:GS:lc
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COMMENTS

California State Auditor's
Comments on the Response
From San Diego County

the response to our audit from San Diego County
(San Diego). The numbers correspond with the numbers
we have placed in San Diego's response.

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on

@  Our text on page 45 of the report makes clear that we use the
term “unsupported costs” to refer to costs for which local
entities did not have adequate supporting documentation.
Therefore, we have made no changes to the text or Table 4.

. We have added a sentence on page 52 of our report to indicate
that San Diego concurs that its claim contained errors and that
it intends to file an amended claim. However, because San Diego
has yet to file an amended claim, the concerns we raise have not
“been addressed to the satisfaction of the auditors.”
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Agency's comments provided as text only.

City and County of San Francisco

Office of the Controller

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 316
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

October 1, 2003

Ms. Elaine M. Howle*
State Auditor

Bureau of State Audits

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: San Francisco Response to Draft of Report No. 2003-106

Dear Ms. Howle:

Thank you for sending a draft of your Peace Officers Bill of Rights (POBAR) Mandate Audit Report
to the City and County of San Francisco. In general, we are disappointed with your findings. | am
providing herein the City’s official response, given the imposed five-day deadline and with the
absence of your calculation work papers, which | request you send for us to do a detailed review.

It would appear to us the interpretation of POBAR eligible costs is exceedingly restrictive given
your interpretation of due process rights afforded by the US and California constitutions. The 14th
Amendment to the US Constitution provides a very broad framework for a citizen’s protection

that has been applied to public employee cases in the past. The finding of a new mandate by

the Commission on State Mandates in this case was a clear recognition by the CSM that peace
officers are afforded a higher level of protection than other public employees. The parameters and
guidelines (Ps and Gs) ultimately adopted by the Commission in July 2000 enumerated several
specifically reimbursable activities and several specifically ineligible activities or areas of cost. GC
Sections 3300 through 3310’ provide specific procedural protection for peace officers employed by
local agencies when a peace officer is subject to an interrogation by the employer, is facing punitive
action, or receives an adverse comment in his or her personnel file. This also applies to peace
officers classified as permanent employees, peace officers who serve at the pleasure of the local
agency, and are terminable without cause (“at will" employees), and peace officers on probation
who have not reached permanent status.

* California State Auditor’s comments appear on page 101.

! As added and amended by Chapter 465, Statutes of 1976; Chapters 775, 1173, 1174, and 1178, Statutes of 1978; Chapter 405,
Statutes of 1979; Chapter 1367, Statutes of 1980; Chapter 994, Statutes of 1982; Chapter 964, Statutes of 1983; Chapter 1165,
Statutes of 1989; and Chapter 675, Statutes of 1990,
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City and County of San Francisco
Letter to Elaine M. Howle

Page 2 of 3

October 1, 2003

It is common for different local agencies to implement state mandates in various ways. An agency
with the complexity and sophistication of systems such as San Francisco will necessarily be
different than the test claimant (aka: the City of Sacramento). San Francisco is also a city and
county government, which adds to the unique character of our city and county operations and the
way we perform state requirements. Additionally, since neither a vague nor precise definition of
parameters and guidelines exists in law, it is apparent that jocals must rely on the plain definitional
meaning of these words. In fact, local agencies and the State Controller have looked at Ps and Gs
as a document that helps to determine a range of variations in cost categories that occur as a result
of the imposition of a state mandate. The City and County of San Francisco examined what specific
activities were undertaken by our agency to comply with the requirements of the peace officer rights
law that were in excess of what we believed to be reguired under the 14th Amendment and those
provisions that POBAR required that exceeded the requirements of the Skelly law.

Additionally, your strict interpretation of Ps and Gs is, in fact, a relatively new phenomenon that

has not historically been adhered to by the State and local agencies. Because it is impossible to
construct a set of Ps and Gs that will work equally well for a small rural city as well as a large urban
county, the State Controller has historically worked together with locals to determine what costs
related to state mandates are in fact reasonable to claim through the SB 90 process.

The Commission on State Mandates process, while completely open to the public, is far from an
approachable and easily understandable way to resolve mandate issues. It would be impossible

for a local agency to know that its definition of the approved Ps and Gs is different from the State
Controller's when it is customary for audits to start well after the filing window for locals has closed
to appeal to the CSM. Locals would welcome State Controller feedback earlier in the process to
help provide guidance on vague areas of the Ps and Gs. In fact, since reimbursement claims for
POBAR were filed on January 30, 2001, almost three years ago, the only feedback our agency has
received from the State related to these claims is a partial payment of the initial back-year filings.
San Francisco has received no guidance or interpretations from the State related to the subject law
in this case or this set of parameter and guidelines.

The BSA criticized local agencies for their lack of scholarship related to filing this set of
reimbursement claims. Yet, the BSA spent several months focusing on the fine points of the subject
laws and documents related to this program prior to issuing the draft analysis. From the time the
Ps and Gs are approved at the Commission on State Mandates, the State Controller has 60 days
to issue claiming instructions. Once those are issued, local agencies have 120 days in which to file
claims. And incidentally, those claims in the case of POBAR extended back to fiscal year 1994-95.

Our intent is to claim costs that were refiective of the parameters and guidelines adopted for this
program; however, if any errors or duplicative costs were claimed we stand ready to correct them,
We emphasize that no State feedback has been provided to our agency prior to this report that
would show otherwise, Additionally, several representatives from our agency attended statewide
training workshops sponsored by the California State Association of Counties (CSAC), and the
attorney who worked directly with the test claimant (City of Sacramento) to develop the Ps and Gs
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City and County of San Francisco
Letter to Elaine M. Howle

Page 3 of 3

October 1, 2003

taught the sessions. Our agency also received several periodicals and newsletters from varying
sources providing their interpretations on this matter. It is safe to say that nobody had a clear

view of exactly what was required by the POBAR findings. We believe the City and County took
reasonable steps to attempt to acquaint its staff with the new reimbursable mandate's requirements.

| also would respectfully urge the Bureau of State Audits to describe the mandate process in
more accurate terms. | believe that substituting the word “challenging” with “impossible” is more
appropriate because it is an impossible task to comply literally with the Ps and Gs documentation
level related to tracking staff time for any SB 80 program for periods of time that have already
passed. It would seem reasonable that there be differing stated source documentation requirements
for claiming employee time for back years and prospective years. Preparing a time study based on
complicated claiming instructions in time to prepare and file claims for back years is really not a
workable solution as the system currently exists. We would agree that a time study could be the
basis for claiming personnel costs for certain types of activities on an on-going basis. Moreover,
instead of questioning the entire $5.8 million San Francisco claimed due to a lack of proper
documentation, perhaps it would be more useful to find out why documentation could not have
existed.

The City will make every attempt to efficiently and effectively complete SB 80 claims. While we
remain committed to implementing state-mandated programs, | must also use this opportunity
to express the additional, continued hardship the State has placed on local governments by
mandating programs, yet once again not providing adequate appropriation in the budget.
According to the LAQ, the State is estimated to owe local governments nearly $1 billion in SB 90
reimbursements.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon this audit in a draft stage. Please
contact Fusako Hara, SB 90 Coordinator at the San Francisco Controller's Office at 415-554-5427,
if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

(Signed by: Ed Harrington)

ED HARRINGTON
Controller
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COMMENTS

California State Auditor’s Comments
on the Response From the City and
County of San Francisco

the response to our audit from the City and County of
San Francisco (San Francisco). The numbers correspond
with the numbers we have placed in San Francisco’s response.

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on

. San Francisco has incorrectly asserted that our interpretation of
due process rights led to an exceedingly restrictive interpretation
of eligible costs. Rather, as we point out on page 24 of our
report, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) found
that many activities included in the peace officer rights law
are not reimbursable because they already were required under
constitutional provisions. Further, as indicated on page 28 of
our report, we relied on the plain language in the statement
of decision and parameters and guidelines in performing our
analysis of claimed costs. We also confirmed our understanding
of the parameters and guidelines with Commission staff.

. On page 26 of our report, we acknowledge that local entity
methods for complying with mandates may vary and they
may have different activities related to the disciplinary process.
However, if a local entity believes the Commission should
have identified more reimbursable activities, that entity could
have brought these issues to the Commission’s attention
when it considered the proposed parameters and guidelines.
Alternatively, the entity could have submitted a subsequent
request to amend the parameters and guidelines to include
additional activities.
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Agency’s comments provided as text only.

City of San José

Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services
4 N. Second Street, Suite 600

San José, CA 95113

October 1, 2003

Elaine M. Howle*

State Auditor

555 Capital Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Howle,

Thank you for providing the City of San José with a draft copy of your report on state mandates
and for the opportunity to respond. The Bureau's audit raised issues and identified areas in the
Parameters and Guidelines that require further clarification.

In the excerpt from the section related to reimbursable portion of acquiring space, the auditors
stated that San José constructed a facility larger than required by the mandate in order to
accommodate potential population growth and capacity to contract with other cities. Prior to the
design of the shelter, San José contracted with one other city to provide their long term sheltering
needs. The sheltering needs of both cities were considered in the size of the facility. The facility
is designed to accommodate the provision of the mandate for the animals that San José is legally
responsible for, and those include animals from a contract city.

The auditor's report maintains that San José did not provide sufficient documentation to support
the costs for Care of Dogs and Cats, and Veterinary care. As noted in the report, the claimed costs
resulted from the costs incurred in contracting with the Humane Society for these services, which
are not itemized to the level of detail necessary to prepare the cost reimbursement claim. The City
requested the detail of its contractual costs when it became aware that the Bureau considers all the
costs unsupported but given the limited time frame, the Humane Society is unable to provide the
detail in time for this response.

In the errors section, the Bureau maintains that the City overstated the costs for acquiring space.
The difference between the Bureau's calculation and the City's concerns the number of animais
housed. The City did not include owned animals that were brought in to be euthanized as a
“housed” animal. Once a pet owner requests that an animal be euthanized, the Humane Society
has no requirement to house or care for that animal. In 2001/02, 81% of the owned animals
requested to be euthanized were euthanized within 5 hours of arriving at the shelter. Sixty three
percent were euthanized within 2 hours. Since there was never intent to care for or maintain those
animals, they should not be included in the housed population.

* California State Auditor's comment appears on page 105,
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The City of San José will carefully consider the issues raised in the report, and will refile a

claim based on the information and recommendations provided by the Bureau. The claiming
methodology outlined in the Parameters and Guidelines can be limiting for agencies that contract
shelter services. The Parameters and Guidelines have no provisions for using a standard unit
cost or cost per animal based on industry standards, In San Jose’s situation the contract does not
provide sufficient detail to satisfy claiming requirements, even though it is clear that the City has
incurred reimbursable costs.

One notable change to our claiming approach in the future will occur when the City of San José
opens its own shelter in the winter of 2003. When the City's shelter opens, we will be able to
itemize, document and better support claimed costs. This change includes activities that previously
could not be accurately determined because of our contractual arrangement for shelter services.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this BSA report. If you or your staff have any
questions about this audit response, please contact Jon Cicirelli at (408) 501-2141,

Sincerely,

(Signed by: Sara L. Hensley)

SARA L.HENSLEY
Director of Parks, Recreation and
Neighborhood Services
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COMMENT

California State Auditor’s Comment
on the Response From the City
of San Jose

on the response to our audit from the city of San Jose
(San Jose). The number corresponds with the number we
have placed in San Jose’s response.

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting

We continue to disagree with San Jose’s definition of a “housed”
animal because the animal adoption parameters and guidelines
do not support such an interpretation. Specifically, the
parameters and guidelines require claimants to include animals
turned in by their owners in the count of housed animals.
Additionally, the parameters and guidelines require claimants
to include irremediably suffering animals in their count of
housed animals, even though such animals would likely be
euthanized sooner than animals euthanized at the request of
owners. Thus, neither the amount of time an animal spends at
the shelter nor the shelter’s intent to care for the animal is a
relevant factor in determining the number of housed animals.
If San Jose questions the accuracy or fairness of the parameters
and guidelines, it should request that the Commission on State
Mandates consider amending them.
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Agency's comments provided as text only.

City of Stockton
Administrative Services
City Hall

425 N. El Dorado Street
Stockton, CA 95202-1997

October 1, 2003

Elaine M. Howle

State Auditor

Bureau of State Audits

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814

CITY OF STOCKTON RESPONSE TO AUDIT OF ANIMAL ADOPTION AND PEACE OFFICER
PROCEDURAL BILL OF RIGHTS MANDATES CLAIMS

Enclosed is our response to the issues concerning the City of Stockton in your audit report for
Animal Adoption and Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights mandates claims.

Per your reguest, we have submitted the response on the diskette provided in a Microsoft Word
format. If you need any additional information please contact Joe Maestretti in the Stockton Police

Fiscal Affairs Unit at (209) 937-8886.
(Signed by: John Hinson)
John Hinson
Administrative Services Officer
City of Stockton

Enclosurs

JH:jm
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City of Stockton Response to
Animal Adoption and Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights Audit

The City of Stockton generally agrees with the findings, conclusions, and recommendations in the
audit report on Animal Adoption and Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights mandates as they
relate to the City of Stockton. The City of Stockton has hired a new consultant to help us review our
claims and claiming processes, and we will file amended claims with the State Controller's Office

for all claims that we find in error.
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Members of the Legislature

Office of the Lieutenant Governor

Milton Marks Commission on California State
Government Organization and Economy

Department of Finance

Attorney General

State Controller

State Treasurer

Legislative Analyst

Senate Office of Research

California Research Bureau

Capitol Press
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S'T"ATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemnor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

~80 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300
A\CRAMENTQ, CA 95814

~ HONE: (816) 323-3562

FAX: (816) 445-0278

E-mall; csminfo@csm.ca.gov

December 10, 2003

Ms. Elaine M. Howle

State Auditor

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Bureau of State Audits’ October 15, 2003 Report Peace Officers Procedural Bill of
Rights and Animal Adoption Programs, Report No. 2003-106
Sixty-Day Report on Implementation

Dear Ms. Howle:

The Audit Report on the above-named programs requires the Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) to report on its efforts to implement the report recommendations within sixty days,
six months, and one year of release of the Audit Report. This is our sixty-day report.

Since the Audit Report’s release, commission staff met with staff of the State Controller’s Office
to develop a common understanding of the Audit Report recommendations, and to discuss how
the Commission and the State Controller’s Office can best implement the recommendations.

Commission staff also developed language for inclusion in all new parameters and guidelines
adopted on or after December 2, 2003, that will notify claimants and the relevant state entities
that the statement of decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factual
basis for the parameters and guidelines. The language also points out that the support for such
legal and factual findings is found in the administrative record of the test claim.

Attached is a work plan to implement the Audit Report recommendations, including person(s)
responsible for managing implementation and estimated completion dates.

Please call Nancy Patton at (916) 323-8217 with questions.

Sincerely,

PAULA HIGAS
Pxscutive Director

Attachment: Commission on State Mandates [niplementatica of BSA Report No. 2003-106
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

IMPLEMENTATION OF BSA REPORT NO. 2003-106

BSA Recommendations and
Summary of Tasks

Responsible
Person

Complete
Date

Recommendation 1. To ensure that local entities
receive reimbursement only for costs associated with the
increased holding period for eligible animals, the
Legislature should direct the Commission to amend the
parameters and guidelines of the Animal Adoption
mandate to correct the formula for determining the
reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter
space.

Summary of Tasks

If legislation is enacted to require the Commission to
amend the parameters and guidelines, develop the
language to correct the formula.

Schedule proposed amendment for hearing before the
Commission.

Transmit new parameters and guidelines to the SCO and
parties, if approved by the Commission.

Paul Starkey

Upon
statutory
direction

To be
determined

To be
determined

Recommendation 2. To assist local entities in preparing
mandate reimbursement claims, the Commission should
include language in its parameters and guidelines to
notify claimants and the relevant state entities that the

statement of decision is legally binding on all parties and |

provides the legal and factual basis for the parameters
and guidelines; it should also point out that the support
for such legal and factual findings is found in the
administrative record of the test claim.

Summary of Tasks

Develop language for inclusion in all new parameters and
guidelines adopted on or after December 2, 2003.

CSM hearing to take action on proposed language.

Shirley Opie

10/23/03

12/2/03
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Responsible

Complete |

BSA Recommendations and
Summary of Tasks Person Date
(continued)
Recommendation 3. The Commission should work with | Paula Higashi

the Controller, other affected state agencies, and
interested parties to implement appropriate changes to
the regulations governing the mandate process, allowing
the Comtroller sufficient time to perform field reviews and
identify any inappropriate claiming as well as suggest
any needed changes to the parameters and guidelines
prior to the development of the statewide cost estimate.
and the payment of claims. If the Commission and the
Controller find they cannot accomplish these changes
through the regulatory process, they should seek
appropriate statutory changes. :

Summary of Tasks

Commission staff and SCO staff meet to discuss
implementation of this recommendation.

Commission staff and SCO staff meet to continue
discussion of implementation of this recommendation.

Commission staff schedule meetings with Department of
Finance and other affected state agencies to discuss
implementation of this recommendation.

Commission staff schedule meetings with interested
parties to discuss implementation of this
recommendation.

Commission staff submit 2004 rulemaking calendar.
Staff will include a placeholder for regulation changes in
the event regulation changes are necessary to implement
this recommendation.

Commission staff will develop and propose appropriate
changes to the regulations if the SCO staff determines
how to identify potential claiming errors and ensure that
costs are consistent with legislative and Commission
intent.

Commission staff will work with SCO to develop any
changes to statute that may be necessary to implement
this recommendation

1 11/3/03

11/15/03

Tobe
determined

To be
determined

1729104

Tobe
determined

To be '
determined
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BSA Recommendations and

Summary of Tasks
(continued)

Responsible
Person

Complete
Date

Recommendation 4: To project more accurate statewide
cost estimates, the Commission staff should more
carefully analyze the completeness of the initial claims
data they use to develop the estimates and adjust the
estimates accordingly. Additionally, when reporting to
the Legislature, the Commission should disclose the
incomplete nature of the initial claims data it uses to
develop the estimates.

Summary of Tasks

Develop additional assumptions and revise method for
projecting future-year costs in accordance with the audit
recommendation for the Presidential Primary program
statewide cost estimate that will be heard at the
Commission’s January 29, 2004 hearing. (Development
of assumptions and projecting future-year costs will
occur on an individual basis for each statewide cost
estimate.)

Utilize new methods to develop ali statewide cost
estimates adopted by the Commission on or after the
January 29, 2004 Commission hearing.

Revise Reports to the Legislature to disclose incomplete
nature of initial claims data used to develop statewide
cost estimate, beginning with Reports submitted after the
December 2, 2003 Commission hearing.

Nancy Patton

12/1/03 .

Ongoing

Ongoing

Recommendation 5: 7o ensure that it is able to meet its
statutory deadlines in the future, the Commission should
continue to assess its caseload and work with the
Department of Finance and the Legislature to obtain
sufficient staffing to deal with its caseload.

Summary of Tasks

Prepare and submit budget change proposals to
Department of Finance for additional staff and resources
that support the Commission’s caseload.

Report at each Commission hearing the status of
caseload.

Continue to update the Assembly Special Committee on
State Mandates, and the Senate and Assembly Budget and
Appropriations Comimittees on caseload issues.

Report pending statewide cost estimates to the
Legislature to notify the Legislature of potential future
costs to the state budget.

Paula Higashi

Ongoing

Ongoing

Upon
request

Ongoing
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PHONE: (816) 323-3562

FAX: (916) 445-0278

E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

April 14, 2004

Ms. Elaine M. Howle

State Auditor

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 93814

Re:  Bureau of State Audits’ October 15, 2003 Report Peace Oﬁﬁcé('s.wProcedural Bill of
Rights and Animal Adoption Programs, Report No. 2003-106
Six-Month Report on Implementation

Dear Ms. Howle:

The Audit Report on the above-named programs, issued on October 15, 2003, requires the
Commission on State Mandates (Commission) to report on its efforts to implement the report

 recommendations within sixty days, six months, and one year of release of the Audit Report.
This is our six-month report.

~ Since the sixty-day report was submitted, Commission staff continued to meet with State
Controller’s Office staff to develop proposed legislation to require the Commission to amend
the parameters and guidelines of the Animal Adoption program to correct the formula for
determining the reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter space, and to allow the

— Controller sufficient time to perform field reviews to identify any inappropriate claiming. The

- Comumnission and the State Controller are co-sponsoring legislation (Assembly Bill 2224 -
Cohn) that will implement these Audit Report recommendations. Commission and State
Controller’s Office staff also met with Department of Finance sta{f on March 29, 2004, to
discuss the proposed changes in AB 2224. Meetings with local agency and school district
representatives will also be scheduled in Spring 2004 to discuss AB 2224,

In addition, the Commission adopted its first statewide cost estimate on March 25, 2004, that
was developed using the revised methods of calculation recommended in the Audit Report.
Additional proposed statewide cost estimates that are being developed using the revised
calculation methods are scheduled for hearing before the Cornmission on May 27, 2004.
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Ms. Elaine Howle
Page Two

Attached is an updated work plan to implement the Audit Report recommendations, including
person(s) responsible for managing implementation and estimated completion dates.

Please call Nancy Patton at (916) 323-8217 with questions.

Sincerely,

_D +
//Ju b ﬁ/& /

PAULA HIGASH
Executive Director

Attachment: Workplan
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

IMPLEMENTATION OF BSA REPORT NO. 2003-106

BSA Recommendations and
Summary of Tasks

Responsible
Person

Complete
Date

Recommendation 1. 7o ensure that local entities receive
reimbursement only for costs associated with the
increased holding period for eligible animals, the
Legislature should direct the Commission to amend the
parameters and guidelines of the Animal Adoption
mandate to correct the formula for determining the
reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter
space. '

Summary of Tasks

‘Sponsor legislation (AB 2224 — Cohn) to require
Commission to amend parameters and guidelines

If iegislation is enacted to require the Commission to
amend the parameters and guidelines, develop the
language to correct the formula.

Schedule proposed amendment for hearing before the
Commission.

Transmit new parameters and guidelines to the SCO and

parties, if approved by the Commission.

Paul Starkey

Completed |
(08/25/ 04)

Recommendation 2. 7o assist local entities in preparing
mandate reimbursement claims, the Commission should
include language in its parameters and guidelines to
notify claimants and the relevant state entities that the
statement of decision is legally binding on all parties and
provides the legal and factual basis for the parameters
and guidelines; it should also point out that the support
for such legal and factual findings is found in the
administrative record of the test claim.

Summary of Tasks

Develop language for inclusion in all new parameters and Completed
guidelines adopted on or after December 2, 2003. (10/23/03)
CSM adopted language for inclusion in all parameters and Completed
guidelines. ' (12/2/03)

Nancy Patton
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BSA Recommendations and

Summary of Tasks
“(continued)

Responsible
Person

Complete
Date

Recommendation 3. The Commission should work with
the Controller, other affected state agencies, and
interested parties to implement appropriate changes to the
regulations governing the mandate process, allowing the
Controller sufficient time to perform field reviews and
identify any inappropriate claiming as well as suggest any
needed changes to the parameters and guidelines prior to
the development of the statewide cost estimate and the
payment of claims. If the Commission and the Controller
find they cannot accomplish these changes through the
regulatory process, they should seek appropriate statutory
changes.

Summary of Tasks

Commission staff and SCO staff meet to discuss
implementation of this recommendation.

Commission staff and SCO staff continue to meet to
discuss implementation of this recommendation and
AB 2224,

Commission staff and SCO staff meet with Department of
Finance to discuss implementation of this
recommendation and AB 2224,

Commission staff meet with local agency and school
district representatives to discuss implementation of
AB 2224,

Commission staff submit 2004 rulemaking calendar. Staff
includes a placeholder for regulation changes in the event
regulation changes are necessary to implement this
recommendation.

Commission staff will develop and propose appropriate
changes to the regulations if the SCO staff determines
how to identify potential claiming errors and ensure that
costs are consistent with legislative and Commission
intent.

Paula Higashi

11/3/03

11/19/03
12/16/03
1/21/04

03/29/04

09/29/04

. 1/29/04

To be
determined
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BSA Recommendations and

- Summary of Tasks
(continued)

Responsible
Person

Complete
Date

Recommendation 4: To project more accurate statewide
cost estimates, the Commission staff should more carefully
analyze the completeness of the initial claims data they
use to develop the estimates and adjust the estimates
accordingly. Additionally, when reporting to the
Legislature, the Commission should disclose the
incomplete nature of the initial claims data it uses to
develop the estimates.

Summary of Tasks

Develop additional assumptions and revise method for
projecting future-year costs in accordance with the audit
recommendation for the Presidential Primary program
statewide cost estimate. (Development of assumptions
and projecting future-year costs will occur on an
individual basis for eacl statewide cost estimate.)

Commission adopts statewide cost estimate for
Presidential Primary program using revised calculations
as recommended in Audit Report. *

Utilize new methods to develop all statewide cost
estimates adopted by the Commission on or after the
March 25, 2004 Commission hearing.

Revise Reports to the Legislature to disclose incomplete
nature of initial claims data used to develop statewide
cost estimate, beginning with Reports submitted after the

Nancy Patton

12/1/03

3/25/04

Complete

Complete
(10/05/04).

December 2, 2003 Commission hearing.

Recommendation 5: To ensure that it is able to meet its
statutory deadlines in the future, the Commission should
continue to assess its caseload and work with the
Department of Finance and the Legislature to obtain
sufficient staffing to deal with its caseload.

Summary of Tasks

Prepare and submit budget change proposals to
Department of Finance for additional staff and resources
that support the Commission’s caseload.

Report at each Commission hearing the status of
caseload.

Continue to update the Assembly Special Committee on
State Mandates, and the Senate and Assembly Budget and
Appropriations Committees on caseload issues.

Report pending statewide cost estimates to the
Legislature to notify the Legislature of potential future
costs to the state budget.

Paula Higashi

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing
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" STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
880 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300
c*~RAMENTO, CA 95814
NE: (816) 323-3562
FaX: (916) 445-0278
E-mall: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

Octobef 12, 2004

Ms. Elaine M. Howle

State Auditor

555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Bureau of State Audits’ October 15, 2003 Report Peace Officers Procedural Bill of
Rights and Animal Adoption Programs, Report No. 2003-106
One-Year Report on Implementation

Dear Ms. Howle:

The Audit Report on the above-named programs, issued on October 15, 2003, requires the
Commission on State Mandates (Commission) to report on its efforts to implement the report
recommendations within sixty days, six months, and one year of release of the Audit Report.
This is our one-year report.

Sfxty-Dav Report

During the first sixty days following release of the Audit Report, staff with the Commission
and the State Controller’s Office met to develop a common understanding of the Audit Report
recommendations, and to discuss how the Commission and the State Controller’s Office can
best implement the recommendations.

The Commission also adopted language for inclusion in all new parameters and guidelines
adopted on or after December 2, 2003, that notifies claimants and the relevant state entities that
the statement of decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and factual
basis for the parameters and guidelines. The language also points out that the support for such
legal and factual findings is found in the administrative record of the test claim. These actions
completed implementation of Recommendation 2.

In addition, on October 31, 2003, the Commission submitted a budget change proposal to
Department of Finance requesting additional positions and funding to eliminate our backlogged
caseload. ‘



Ms. Elaine Howle
Page 2

Six-Month Renort

During the six months following release of the Audit Report, the Commission and the State
Controller’s Office sponsored legislation (AB 2224-Cohn) to require the Commission to amend
the parameters and guidelines of the Animal Adoption program to correct the formula for
determining the reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter space, and to allow the
Controller sufficient time to perform field reviews to identify any inappropriate claiming. Staff
with the Commission and the State Controller’s Office also met with Department of Finance
staff on March 29, 2004, to discuss the proposed changes in AB 2224.

In addition, the Commission adopted its first statewide cost estimate on March 25, 2004, in
accordance with the Audit Report’s Recommendation 4. Specifically, Commission staff more
carefully analyzed the completeness of the initial claims data used to develop and adjust the
statewide cost estimates. Additional proposed statewide cost estimates were developed using
the recommended methodology and were adopted at the May 27, 2004 Commission hearings.

One-Year Report

Since the six-month report was submitted, several actions occurred that implemented the Audit
Report recommendations.

The Governor signed AB 2224 (Stats. 2004, ch. 313) on August 25, 2004. On

September 29, 2004, staff with the Commission and the State Controller’s Office met with
local agency representatives to review AB 2224 and to discuss a schedule for initiating the
amendments to the Animal Adoption parameters and guidelines. This matter is tentatively set
for hearing on March 31, 2005. Once the amendments are adopted, Recommendation 1 will
be implemented. We also met with local agency and school district representatives to discuss
the new provisions that will aliow the State Controller’s Office to audit reimbursement claims
after they are submitted and prior to being paid. Enactment of this provision of AB 2224
completes implementation of Recommendation 3.

The Commission continued to adopt statewide cost estimates using the recommended
methodology. On October 6, 2004, the Commission submitted its Report to the Legislature,
transmitting to the Legislature the statewide cost estimates it adopted from January 1 through
September 30, 2004, The Report disclosed the incomplete nature of the initial claims data used
to develop the statewide cost estimates. The Commission’s Report to the Legislature is
enclosed. This action completes implementation of Recommendation 4.

On September 13, 2004, the Commission again submitted a budget change proposal requesting
additional positions and funding to eliminate the caseload. This action is intended to
implement Recommendation 5. While no new positions or funding has been approved, the
Commission continues to work with Department of Finance on ways to eliminate its
backlogged caseload.
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Ms. Elaine Howle
Page 3

Other Measures to Implement the Audit Report

In conjunction with the actions noted above, the Commission continues to work with the
Assembly Special Committee on State Mandates to reform the mandates process. This year,
the Committee sponsored AB 2856 (Stats. 2004, ch. 890) to provide numerous reforms to the
mandates process. Several of these provisions are consistent with the Audit Report. For
example, AB 2856 requires the Commission to notify appropriate Senate and Assembly policy
and fiscal committees of test claim decisions; and requires local agencies and school districts to
include statewide cost estimates in the test claims they f1le

Overall, the Commission has procedures in place to amend the Animal Adoption parameters
and guidelines by Spring 2005. The Commission and the State Controller successfully
sponsored legislation that clarifies that after the audit'is conducted, the parameters and
guidelines for a mandated program could be amended so that claiming errors can be corrected
prior to adoption of the statewide cost estimate and payment of the claims. This could reduce
state expenditures, particularly if claims exceed the Legislature’s original intent when enacting
the state-mandated program. In addition, the Commission is adopting statewide cost estimates
that better estimate the true costs of mandated programs and more accurately report the
limitations of the statewide cost estimates to the Legislature. Finally, the Commission
continues to work with the Legislature and the Department of Finance to secure adequate
staffing and funding to eliminate our backlogged caseload.

Attached is a work plan that shows the status of implementation of the Audit Report
recommendations, including person(s) responsible for implementation.

Thank you for the opp'ortunity to work with your office during this process. Please call
Nancy Patton at (916) 323-8217 with questions.

Sincerely,

L) e

PAULA HIGASH
Executive Director

Enclosures: Final Workplan
Report to the Legislature
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
IMPLEMENTATION OF BSA REPORT NO. 2003-106

BSA Recommendations and
Summary of Tasks

Responsible
Person(s)

Status

Recommendation 1. To ensure that local entities receive
reimbursement only for costs associated with the
increased holding period for eligible animals, the
Legislature should direct the Commission to amend the
parameters and guidelines of the Animal Adoption
mandate to correct the formula for determining the .
reimbursable portion of acquiring additional shelter
space.

Summary of Tasks

Sponsor legislation (AB 2224 — Cohn) to require
Commission to amend parameters and guidelines.

Once legislation is enacted to require the Commission to
amend the parameters and guidelines, develop the draft
language to correct the formula and issue for comment.

Schedule proposed amendment for hearing before the
Commiission.

Transmit new parameters and guidelines to the SCO and
parties, if approved by the Commission.

Paula Higashi

Paul Starkey
Nancy Patton

Completed

(08/25/04)

12/01/04

03/31/05

Following
Hearing

Recommendation 2. 7o assist local entities in preparing
mandate reimbursement claims, the Commission should
include language in its parameters and guidelines to
notify claimants and the relevant state entities that the
statement of decision is legally binding on all parties and
provides the legal and factual basis for the parameters
and guidelines, it should also point out that the support
for such legal and factual findings is found in the
administrative record of the test claim.

Summary of Tasks

Develop language for inclusion in all new parameters and
guidelines adopted on or after December 2, 2003.

CSM adopted language for inclusion in all parameters and
guidelines.

Nancy Patton

Completed
(10/23/03)

Completed
(12/02/03)
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BSA Recomﬁwndaﬁons and

I

Responsible Status
Summary of Tasks Person(s)
(continued)

Recommendation 3. The Commission should work with | Paula Higashi
the Controller, other affected state agencies, and
interested parties to implement appropriate changes to the
regulations governing the mandate process, allowing the
Controller sufficient time to perform field reviews and
identify any inappropriate claiming as well as suggest any
needed changes to the parameters and guidelines prior to -
the development of the statewide cost estimate and the
payment of claims. If the Commission and the Controller
find they cannot accomplish these changes through the
regulatory process, they should seek appropriate statutory
changes. :
Summary of Tasks
Commission staff and SCO staff meet to discuss Completed
implementation of this recommendation. , (11/03/03)
Commission staff and SCO staff continue to meet to Completed
discuss implementation of this recommendation and (11/19/03
AB 2224, 12/16/03

01/21/04)
Commission staff and SCO staff meet with Department of Completed
Finance to discuss implementation of this (03/29/04)
recommendation and AB 2224, ,
AB 2224 enacted Completed

(08/25/04)
Commission staff and SCO staff meet with local agency Completed
and school district representatives to discuss (09/29/04)

implementation of AB 2224,
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BSA Recommendations and

Summary of Tasks
(continued)

Responsible
Person(s)

Status

Recommendation 4: To project more accurate statewide
cost estimates, the Commission staff should more carefully
analyze the completeness of the initial claims data they
use to develop the estimates and adjust the estimates

| accordingly. Additionally, when reporting to the
Legislature, the Commission should disclose the
incomplete nature of the initial claims data it uses to
develop the estimates.

Summary of Tasks

Develop additional assumptions and revise method for -
projecting future-year costs in accordance with the audit
recommendation for the Presidential Primary program
statewide cost estimate. (Development of assumptions
and projecting future-year costs will occur on an
individual basis for each statewide cost estimate.)

Commission adopts statewide cost estimate for
Presidential Primary program using revised calculations
as recommended in Audit Report.

Utilize new methods to develop all statewide cost
estimates adopted by the Commission on or after the
March 25, 2004 Commission hearing.

Revise Reports to the Legislature to disclose incomplete
nature of initial claims data used to develop statewide
cost estimate, beginning with Reports submitted after the
December 2, 2003 Commission hearing.

f—

Nancy Patton

Completéd
(12/01/03)

Completed
(03/25/04)

Completed
(05/27/04)

Completed
(10/05/04)

Recommendation 5: To ensure that it is able to meet its
statutory deadlines in the future, the Conunission should
continue to assess its caseload and work with the
Department of Finance and the Legislature to obtain
sufficient staffing to deal with its caseload.

Summary of Tasks

Prepare and submit budget change proposals to
Department of Finance for additional staff and resources
that support the Commission’s caseload.

Paula Higashi

Report at each Commission hearing the status of
caseload.

Continue to update the Assembly Special Committee on
State Mandates, and the Senate and Assembly Budget and
Appropriations Committees on caseload issues.

Report pending statewide cost estimates to the
Legislature to notify the Legislature of potential future
chsts to the state budget.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

.The Comm1ss1on on State Mandates (Commission) adopted eleven statewide cost estimates
during the period from-J anuary 1, 2004, through September 30, 2004. One of these estimates
included costs for both school districts and local agencies. For the initial period of
 reimbursement, statewide cost estimates for eight new school district programs totaled.
$30,842,073, and statewide cost estimates for four new local agency programs totaled
$13,967,373. The statewide cost estimates add up to $44,809,446, and were not included in a
locel government claims bill or appropriated in the 2004-2005 Budget Act or traﬂer bills,

" On May 4, 2004, the State Controller’s Office (SCO) requested additional funds in the amount of
$1,731,492,609 ($1,000,204,578 for local agencies, $682,152,348 for school districts, and
$49,135,683 for community colleges) because of an overall appropriation deficiency. The
Department of Finance denied this request.

However, through the Budget Act of 2004, budget traler bills, and a proposed constltutwnal
amendment, appropriations for ongoing and deficient mandate relmbursements were addressed
by the Legislature and the Administration. :
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Commhission 6n ‘State Mandates (Commission) is reqhired to report to the Legislature at least
twice each calendar 3 year orithe number of mandates it has fotifid, the estimated BtateW1de costs
- of each mandaté, and the reasofis for recommendmg feimbursethidit.! )

On October 15, 2003, the Bureau of State Audits (BSA) issued an audit report on two mandated
programis and the ma.ndates process. The BSA 1ssued one recominendatlon regardmg the
development of statewide cost estimates, stating: '

To project more accurate statewide cost estimates, the Co_mmiséion staff should
more carefully analyze the completeness of the initial claims data they use to
develop the estimates and adjust the estimates accordingly. Additionally, when
reporting to the Legislature, the Commission should disclose the incomplete
nature of the initial claims data it uses to develop the eshmates :

After the Commission submits its second semiannual report to the Legislature, the Le glslatwe
Analyst is required to submit a report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and legislative
fiscal committees on the mandates included in the Commission's reports. The Legislative
Analyst's report shall make recommendations as to whether the mandate should be repealed,
funded, suspended, or modified.? :

Immediately upon receipt of this report, a local government claims bill, at the time of its
introduction, shall provide for an appropnatmn sufficient to pay the estnnatad costs of these
mandates approved by thie Commission.’ The Legislature may amend, modify, or sapplement
the parameters and guidelines for mandates contained in the local government claims bill, If the
Legislature changes the parameters and guidelines, it shall make a declaration in the local
government claims bill specifying the basis for the amendment, modification, or supplement.*

If the Legislature deletes funding for a mandate from a Jocal government claima bill, the local
agency or school district may file an action in declaratory relief in the Superior Court of the
County of Sacramento to declare the mandate unenforceable and enjoin its enforcement.’

If payment for an initial reimbursement claim is being made more than 365 days after adoption
of the statewide cost estimate, the State Controller s Office (SCO) ghall include accrued mterest
at the Pooled Money Investment Account rate

If the Legislature appropriates the amount of the statew1de cost estimate and actual claims
exceed this amount, the SCO will prorate the claims.” If the deficiency finds are not
appropriated in the Budget Act, the SCO reports this information to the legislative budget

: Government Code section 17600,

2 Govemment Code section 17562, subd1vls1on (c).

* Government Code section 17612, subdivision (a).

% Government Code section 17612, subdivision (b).

* Government Code section 17612, subdivision (c).

§ Government Code section 17561.5, subdivision (a).
T Government Code section 17567.

1540



TABLE 1. Statewide Cost Estimates (SCE) Adopted
During the Period of January 1, 2004 — September 30, 2004

: Estimated Costs
Date : Initial Period of ‘ .
; £ Clad Reimbursement | . : Non-
SCE Test Claim Education ; Totals
B : . Bducation
Adopted ‘ (Fiscal years) o
03/25/04 | Presidential Primaries 1999-2000 81,167,736 | $1,167,736
‘ 2000, 99-TC-04 '
05/27/04 | Immunization Records: 1997-1998 through | $29,629,070 | $29,629,070
Hepatitis B, 98-TC-05 2004-2005 ' ’
05/27/04 | Grand Jury Proceedings, 1997-1998 through | $115,499 | $12,508,570 | $12,624,069
98-TC-27 ‘ 2004-2005 | .
07/29/04 | Standards Based 1997-1998 through $578,224 " $578,224
Accountability, 98-TC-10 1998-1999 ,
07/29/04 | School District 1997-1998 through $1,000 $1,000
Reorganization, 98-TC-24 2004-2005 : : '
07/29/04 | Attendance Accounting, 1998-1999 $49,086 $49,086
‘ | 98-TC-26 (one-year only) .
07/29/04 | Redevelopment Agencies: | 1998-1999 through $65,300 $65,300
Tax Disbursement - 2004-2005
Reporting, 99-TC-06 - ' |
09/30/04 | Charter Schools II, 1999-2000 through $206,595 $206,595
99-TC-03 2004-2005
09/30/04 | Sexual Assault Education | 1998-1999 through $0. $0
Programs, 99-TC-12 . 2004-2005 :
09/30/04 | Criminal Background 1999-2000 through $262,599 $262,599
Checks II, 00-TC-05 2004-2005 ' .
09/30/04 | Absentee Ballots: ‘ 1999-2000 through $225,767 $225,767
Tabulation by Precinct, 2004-2005
00-TC-08 ’
TOTALS | $30,842,073 | $13,967,373

$44,809,446

¥ If payment for an initial reimbursement claim is made more than 365 days after adoption of the
statewide cost estimate, the Controller shall include accrued interest at the Pooled Money -
Investment Account rate, (Gov. Code, § 17561.6, subd. (a).)
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Presidential Primaries 2000 (99-TC-04)

Elections Code Sections 15151 and 15375
Statutes 1999, Chapter 18 (SB 100)

Test Claim Filed: October 25, 1999
Reimbursement Period: 1999-2000

Tnitial Reimbursement Claims Filed: Septémber 3,2003

Statewide Cost Estimate: $1,167,736
Adopted: March 25, 2004

Background

In 1999, Elections Code sections 15151 and 15375 were amended to ensure that California’s
presidential primary delegates would be recognized at the national party conventions held in the
year 2000, The test claim legislation requil ed local election officials to transmit both semi-final and
final election results for presidential primaries in two separate tallies to the Secretary of State: first,
the total number of votes each candidate received; and second, the number of votes each candidate
received from registered voters of each political party and from the “declines-to-state” voters. On
October 25, 2001, the Commission adopted its Statement of Decision that the test claim legislation
constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated program upon local governments within the meaning of
article XI1I B, section 6, of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514.

The pro rata portion of the purchage price of fixed assets and equipment, including computers,
uged to implement the Presidential Primaries 2000 program is eligible for reimbursement. If
these costs are claimed and reimbursed through Absentee Ballots (Stats. 1978, ch. 77), they
cannot be claimed under the Presidential Primaries 2000 program.

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estimate was.developed using unaundited, actual reimbursement claims filed by
34 claimants. The SCO provided summary claims data for fiscal years 1999-2000, 2000-2001,
and 2001-2002, However, since this program was only required for the 2000 Presidential Primary
‘Election, costs claimed for fiscal years 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 are not reimbursable, and thus,
were not included in the statewide cost estimate.

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:
1. The actual amount claimed may increase if late or amended claims are filed.

2. The claims may be excessive. Some counties may have filed for reimbursement for fixed
assets that are being used for purposes other than implementing this mandate, For example,
it appears that Humboldt. County claimed $273,760 for establishing a new tabulation system
that not only allows the county to tabulate the votes twice for the 2000 Presidential anary
Election, but also updates the county’s tabulatmn system for all electlons

3. Aﬂy reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO ifitis audlted
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable.
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Grand Jury Proceedings ('9.8-TfC-27) |

~ Penal Code Sections 914, 933, 933.05, and 938.4
Statutes 1996, Chapter 1170'(SB 11457)

Statutes 1997, Chapter 443 (AB 829)
Statutes 1998, Chapter 230 (AB 1907)

Test Claim Filed: June 30, 1999
Initial Reimbursement Period: 1997-1998 through 2004-2005

Tnitia] Reimbursement Claims Filed: February 3, 2004

Statewide Cost Estimate: $12,624,065
Adopted: May 27, 2004

Background

Statutes 1996, chapter 1170, Statutes 1997, chapter 443, and Statutes 1998, chapter 230 added or
amended Penal Code sections 914, 933, 933.05, and 938.4 to revise grand jury operations. On
June 27, 2002, the Commission adopted its Statement of-Decision that the test claim legislation -
constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated program upon local governments within the meaning
of article XIIT B, section 6, of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514,

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estimate is based on 27 6 unaudited, actual reimbursement claims. Eighteen
cities, thirty-seven counties, 1 city and county, and 3 special districts filed two hundred and forty
nine claims, Fifteen school districts filed 27 claims. E1ght fiscal years are covered by the
estimate of $12,624,069. Of this amount, $12 508,570 is for local agencies and $1 15, 499 is for
school districts.

The estimate for fiscal years 1997-1998 through 2002-2003 is based on the actual reimbursement
claims. Fiscal years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 were proj! jected by multiplying the prior year
reimbursement claims total by the appropriate 1mp11c1t price deflatcns as forecast by the
Departiment of Finance. :

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:
1. The actual amount claimed may increase if late or amex_xded claims are filed.

. 2. Twenty of the 58 counties have not filed any reimbursement claims for this program.
Fifteen of the non-filing counties have populations less than 200,000 persons. If
reimbursement claims are filed by the remainirg five counties: San Diego, Contra Costa,
Kern, San Joaquin, and Solano, the amount of reimbursement clauns may exceed the
statewide cost eshmate

3. Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable.
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Redevelopment Agencies—Tax Disbursement Reporting (99-TC-06)
Health and Safety Code Section 33672.7
Statutes 1998, Chapter 39 (SB 258)

' Test Claim Filed: March 3,2000 . 3
Initial RetmbursementPenod 1998- 1999 through 2004-2005

Initial Rennbursernent Claims Filed: March 26, 2004

Statewide Cost Bstiriate: $65.300
Adopted: July 29, 2004

Background

The test claim legislation requ1rea the oounty audltor 1o, prepare annual tax dlsbursement 4
statements for community redevelopment agency:project areas, Prior law required that the -
auditor prepare such a statement only upon the request of a redevelopment agency.: The .-
enactment of Health and Safety Code section 33672.7 created new reporting; requirements-‘-in that
a statement must now be prepared, for every oommumty redevelopment agency projg ject,
regardless of whether one was requested On Oetober 24, 2002, the Comnnssmn adopted its
Statement of Decision that the test claim leglslatlon cohstitutes a reimbursable state-mandated
program upon local governments within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6, of the
California Constitution and Government Code section 17514.

The Commission adopted uniform cost allowances for this program pursuant to Government
Code section 17557. Actual costs shall be claimed based on the following uniform allowance
per tax disbursement statement as adopted by the Commission. The Implicit Price Deflator
referenced in Government Code section 17523 shall adjust the uniform allowanee each
subsequent year.

Reimbursement is determined by multiplying the uniform allowance by the number of statements
prepared for each project area.

Statewide Cost Estimate

The parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission provides reimbursement for the
preparation of a statement for each project area that provides the amount of disbursement made.
However, the SCO’s claiming instructions require counties to claim the number of statements
prepared for every community redevelopment agency project. This results in a significant
difference as there can be multiple projects within the boundaries of a project area. The test

claim legislation specifically requires that a statement be prepared for each proj ect area rather
than for each project.

Consequently, the SCO’s summary claims data are inaccurate, and thus, were not used to
develop the statewide cost estimate. The SCO reports that it will contact claimants to discuss
revising the claiming instructions and reducing claims.

The estimate for fiscal years 1998-1999 tbrough 2003-2004 was based on the State Controller’s
Community Redevelopment Agencies Annual Reports and the uniform allowances adopted by the
Commission. Fiscal year 2004-2005 was projected by multiplying the estimated claim total for

fiscal year 2002-2003 by the implicit price deflator for 2003-2004, as forecast by the Department
of Finance.
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In adopting the estimtte, the Commission made the following assumptions:

1. Bach fiscal year, a statement was prepared for.éachredevelopment project area in the
county.

2. The actual amount claimed may mcrease if late or amended claims are filed. Only four
of the 58 counties filed rexmbursement claiins fot thlS program. However, since this
program is reimbursed using a uniform cost allowancs of ainprommately $21 to $25 per
redevelopment project area, a county would néed to have aminimum. of 40 redevelopment
project areas in order to meet the $1,000, ﬁlmg threshold, Most counties cannot meet this
threshold. . ~ ‘

3. Based on the reported number of pro;ect areas, the County of Riverside has enough to
meet the filing threshold. Therefore, even though the county has not filed reimbufsemént’
claifis; it'was dficluded in:the cost estimate. .@n the other hand; Contra Costa County did
file réiributsément claims, but-it'did not repert-enough project areas to meet the $1,000::
claumng threshold in any ﬂscal ear; Therefo1e Contra CostarCounty was not included
in'this’ etatewide cost: estimate,

mb ';zl;_nent clalm for thls program may be reduced by the SCO if 1t 15 audlted '
and deemed 0 be excesswe or unreasona lel o
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‘Absentee Ballots: Tabulation by Precinct (00-TC-08)

Elections Code Sections 15111, 15321, and 21000
Statutes 1999, Chapter 697

Test Claim Filed: March 12, 2001
Reimbursement Period: 1999-2000 through 2004-2005

Initial Reimbursement Claims Filed: June 1, 2004

Statewide Cost Estimate: $225,767
Pending Action: September 30, 2004

Background

. The test claim legislation requires county elections officials, for statewide elections or certain
special elections conducted between June 1, 2000, and January 1, 2001, to tabulate, by precmct
votes cast by absentee ballots and votes cast at the polling place. The subject test claim
legislation also requires the county elections official to make each precinct’s election results
available to the Legislature and appropriate legislative committees for use in district
apportionment, Finally, the test claim legislation requires the elections official’s list of absentee
voters to include the voter’s election precinct.

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estimate is based on 18 unaudited, actual reimbursement claims filed by
counties.

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:

1. The claiming data is inaccurate. The parameters and guidelines adopted by the
Commission for this program provide one-time reimbursement for specific administrative
duties and election activities, and ongoing activities for certain list modifications. Most
of the one-time activities were limited to a one-year period between Janumary 1, 2000, and
January 1, 2001. The ballot tabulation activity and transmitting election returns to the
Secretary of State are only reimbursable for each election held between June 1, 2000, and

January 1, 2001, Some of the administrative duties may have been claimed for multiple
fiscal years.

2. The actual amount claimed may increase if late or amended clanns are filed. To date,
only 12 of the 58 counties filed reimbursement claims for this program. Thus, if
reimbursement claims are filed by any of the remaining 46 counties, the amount of

- reimbursement claims may exceed the statewide cost estimate.

3. Many counties already had a software system implemented to accommodate tabulation of -
ballots by precinct prior to the reimbursement period for this program. Thus, costs for
developing or modifying election equipment and software and testing should be minimal.

" Most counties will not be able to meet the $1,000 filing threshold.

4. Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable
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Immumzattan Records - Hepatitis B (98-TC-05)

. Educatlon Code Sectlon 48216 '
Health and Safety Cods Sectlons 120325, 120335, 120340 and 120375

Statutes 1978; Ghapter 325 (AB 2260), Statutes 1979, Chapter 435 (AB 805);
Statutes:1982, Chapter 472 (SB 818); Statutes 1991, Chapter-984 (SB-407); -
Statutes 1992, Chapter 13 (AB 2798);- Statutes 1994, Chapter 1172 (AB 2971);
Statutes 1995, Chapters: 219 and 415,(AB 382-and SB 1360); -

| Statutes 1996, Chapter 1023 (SB 1497); |
Statutes 1997, Chapters 855-and 882 (SB-727 and-AB 381) -

California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Sections 6020, 6035,
6040, 6055, 6065, 6070, and 6075

. Test Claim F1led August 17, 1998
Initial Reimbursemerit Period: 1997-1998 through 2004:2005

Tnitial Reimbursément Clanns Fllgd. March 26, 2004

Statewide Cost Estimat: $29,629;070
Adopted: May 27, 2004

Background

The test claim legislation for Immunization Records: Hepatitis B added mumps, rubella, and
hepatitis B to the list of diseases an entering student must be immunized against prior to first
admission into a school. Hepatitis B immunizations were also required for students entering the
seventh grade. In addition, the test claim legislation amended statutes that required the
Department of Health Services to amend regulations relating to the monitoring, record keeping,
reporting, and parent notification requirements relative to the enforéement of the pupil
immunization requirements. On August 24, 2000, the Commission adopted its Statement of .
Decision that the test claim leglslauon constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated program upon

school districts within the meaning of article XTII B, section 6, of the California Constitution and
Govemnment Code section 17514.

Pursuant to Government Code section 17557, the Commission adopted separate uniform cost
allowances for this program for “new entrants” and “seventh grade pupils.” Uniform Cost
allowances were adopted for each fiscal year between 1997-1998 and 2002-2003. Subsequent to
'2002-2003, the uniform cost allowances shall be adjusted each fiscal year by the implicit price
deflator referenced in Government Code section 17523,

Reimbursement for new entrants is determined by multiplying the uniform cost allowance for the
appropriate fiscal year by the number of “New Entrants.” A “New Entrant” includes
kindergarteners and out-of-state transfers, Reimbursement for seventh graders is determined by
multiplying the uniform cost allowance for the appropriate fiscal year by the number of “Seventh

Grade Pupils.” A “Seventh Grade Pupil” is any pupil advancing to the seventh grade, other than
“New Enfrants.” ‘

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estimate is based on 2,694 unaudited, actual reimbursement claims filed by
school districts for fiscal years 1997-1998 through 2002-2003.
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The estlmate for fiscal years 1997 1998 through 2002:2003.is based on the claiming data

-using kindergarten and seventh grade enrollment data from the Ca11fom1a Department of
Education’s.(CDE) Dataquest web site, This mandaté- apphes to'new entrants and séventh grade
pupils. New entrahts afe defiried as. lﬂ.ndergartenars and outéof-state transfers ‘However, this
statewide cost estimate does rot include projections for outt-of-state tranifets because according
to the CDE’s Educational Détrio graphlcs Office; data is not collected for interstate transfers,
Therefore, based only o kmdergarten and seventh grads enrolimént data; the Commission
calculated enrollment figures for s¢hool yéars:2003:2004 arid 2004-2005, Costs were estimated
by multlplymg the projected enrollment fipiirss withthe appropriate uniform cost allowance.

In adopting the éstimate, the Commission made the followmg assumptions:
1. The claiming data is accurate, although unaudited.
2. The actual amount clalmed W111 mcrease When late or amended claims are filed.

3. Any reimbursement claim for thls program may be reduced by the SCQ if it is andited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable
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School District Reorganization (98-TC-24)

Bducation Code Sections 35704, 35705.5, and 35707
Statutes 1980, Chapter 1192 (AB 3018)
Statutes 1994, Chapter 1186 (SB 1537)

Test Claim Filed: June 30, 1999
Reimbursement Period: 1997-1998 through 2004-2005

Initial Reimbursement Claims Filed: February 3, 2004
Statewide Cost Estimate: $1,000
Adopted: July 29, 2004

Background

On October 24, 2002, the Commission adopted its Statement of Dec1s1on fmdmg that the test
claim legislation consntutes a reimbursable state-mandated program upon county offices of
education within the meaning of atticle XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and
Govemment Code section 17514 for certain activities related to school district reorganlzatlons
initiated by voters, landowners or d1str1c:t governing boards

Statewide Cost Estimate

Only county superintendents of schools or county offices of education participating in school
district reorganizations initiated by voters or property owners (but not for those initiated by
school district governing boards) are eligible to claim reimbursement. Costs incurred on or after
July 1, 1997 for compliance with the mandate are re1mbursable No re1mbursement claims have
been filed for this program.

Under the existing mandates process, the amount of a statew1de cost estlmate is rep orted to the
Legislature and introduced in a local government claims bill. Once the local government claims
bill appropriates funds for the initial reimbursement period, the program’s annual statewide
estimated costs are placed in the State Budget. Since there are no claims on which to base this
statewide cost estimate, the Commission adopted a statewide cost estimate of $1,000 for this
program. This estimate will initiate the process for informing the Legislature of the, costs of the
program and identifying the program in the State Budget. However, if reimbursement claims
were filed on this program, the amount appropriated in the State Budget to fund this program
would be deficient.

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:

1. Ifthis program were implemented, the actual amount claimed would exceed the statewide
cost estimate because there would only be $1 000 appropriated in the State Budget to
- fund the program.

2. Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is aud1ted
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable,
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Standards-Based Accountability (98-TC-10)

Department of Education Standards-Based Accountability Memoranda,
Dated June 30, 1997, and April 15, 1998

Test Claim Filed: December 10, 1998
Reimbursement Period: 1997-1998 through 1998-1999

Initial Reimbursement Claims Filed: December 9, 2003.

Statewide Cost Estimate; $578,224
Adopted: July 29, 2004

Background

The California Department of Education (CDE) memotranda dated June 30, 1997, and April 15, 1998,
require the State Board of Education and the Superintendent of Public Instruction to design,
implement, and adopt statewide academically rigorous content standards in reading, writing, and
mathematics to serve as the basis for assessing the academic achievement of individual pupils and

of schools, school districts, and the California education system. On August 29, 2002, the
Commission adopted its Statement of Decision determining that the above-named CDE memoranda
imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program for school districts within the meaning of article
XIIT B, section 6, of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514, by imposing.
reporting requirements on designated school districts to address the above CDE requirements.

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estiinate is based on 43 unaudited, actual reimbursement claims filed by 41
school districts. The Beardsley Elementary School District’s claim for $956 is not included in
the statewide cost estimate because it is less than $1,000Q, the minimum reimbursement amount,

In adopting the esthhate, the Commission meade the following assumptions:

1. The claiming data may be inaccurate. Summerville Elementary School District
(enrollment of 474) filed reimbursement claims for $12,199 in 1997-1998, and $12,692
in 1998-1999. However, a school district of comparative size filed a reimbursement ,
claim of approximately $1,400.° In fact, a school district with enrollment 20 times that of
Sumnmerville filed a smaller claim.'® Therefore, only $1,500 per fiscal year was included
in the cost estimate for Summerville Elementary School District.

2. The actual amount claimed could significantly increase if late or amended claims are
filed. According to CDE, between 250-300 school districts were required to participate
in this program for fiscal years 1997-1998 and 1998-1999, However, only 41 of the
500-600 school districts have filed reimbursement claims,

3. Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable.

? Soulsbyville School District, with enrollment of 679, filed a reimbursement claim for $1,447
for the 1998-1999 fiscal year.

' Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School District, with enrollment of 9,543, filed a
reimbursement claim for $10,417 for the 1997-1998 fiscal year.
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 Attendance Accounting (98-TC-26)

Education Code Sections 2550.3 and 42238.7
Statutes 1997, Chapter 855 (SB 727)
Statutes 1998, Chapter 846 (SB 1468)

Test Claim Filed: June 29, 1999
Reimbursement Period: 1998-1999

Initial Reimbursement Claims Filed: Febmary 3, 2004

Statewide Cost Estimate: $49,086
Adopted: July 29, 2004

Background

The test claim arose from enactments of or amendments to the Education Code that added new
student attendance reporting requirements for school districts and county offices of education,
On October 24, 2002, the Commission adopted its Statement of Decision finding that Education
Code sections 2550.3 and 42238.7 impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government
Code section 17514, for the one-time activity for school districts and county offices of education
to complete and return a “Worksheet for Determining the Adjusted 1998-99 Base Revenue Limit
in Accordance with SB 727" to the Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estimate is based on 25 unaudited, actual reimbursement claims filed by 22
school districts and 3 county offices of education.

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:

1. The actual amount claimed could increase if late or amended claims are filed. Only 25

out of over 1,000 school districts and county offices of education have filed
reimbursement claims.

2. It is possible that late claims will not be filed for this program. Accordmg to a school
district representative, no additional claims may be filed because:

e The claimants probably no longer have the documentation to support reimbursement
claims for fiscal year 1998-1999.

e The cost to perform the reimbursable activity for many cla1mants may not have met
the required $1,000 claim minimum.

e This is only a one-year program. School districts, particularly larger districts, may
elect not to expend staff time to file for reimbursement for a one-year program.

3. Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable.
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Charter Schools. II.(99-TC-03)

Education Code Sections 47605, Subdivisions (j)(1) and (k)(3), 47605.5, 47607, and 47614

Statutes 1998, Chapters 34 and 673

Test Claim Filed: June 29, 1999
Reimbursement Period: 1999-2000 through 2004-2005

Initial Reimbursement Claims Filed: June 1, 2004

Statewide Cost Estimate: $206,595
Pending Action: September 30, 2004

Background

The Commission has adopted two decisions related to the Charter Schools program:

Charter Schools I. On July 21, 1994, the Commission adopted its Statement of Decision
finding that Education Code sections 47605 and 47607, as added by Statutes 1992,
chapter 781, require new activities related to initial charter school petitions and for
monitoring and evaluating the performance of charter schools pertaining to the revision
or renewal of approved charters.

Charter Schools II. On November 21, 2002, the Commission adopted its Statement of
Decision finding that Education Code sections 476035, subdivisions (j)(1) and (k)(3),
47605.5, 47607, and 47614, as added or amended by Statutes 1998, chapters 34 and 673,
require new activities that replaces the previously approved mandate in Charter Schools
for a review process for denied charter petitions.

The parameters and guidelines for the Charter Schools II program was consolidated with the
original Charter Schools program on December 2, 2003. The period of reimbursement section of
the consolidated parameters and guidelines states that costs for Charter Schools already claimed:
for fiscal years 1998-1999 through 2002-2003 are not reimbursable.

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estimate is based on seven unaudited, actual reimbursement claims filed by
two school districts and a county superintendent of schools. :

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:

1.

The actual amount claimed will increase when late or amended claims are filed, and
could exceed the statewide cost estimate.

Significant numbers of late claims will not be filed because the cost to perform the
reimbursable activities for Charter Schools II are minimal when compared to the costs
already claimed for the original Charter Schools mandate and are less than the $1,000
minimum for filing an annual reimbursement claim.,

The statewide cost estimate of this program will increase if the number of charter schools
increase, the number of charter school petitions filed in fiscal year 2004-2005 increases,
and/or the number of eligible claimants increases.

The costs of this program will decrease if the number of charter schools declines and/or
the number of eligible claimants declines.
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5. Any reimbursement claim for this progtam may be rediicéd by the SCO if it is audited
~ and deemed to be excessive or unreagonable.
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Sexual Assault Response Procedures (99-TC-12)

Education Code Section 67385
Statutes 1990, Chapter 423
Statutes 1995, Chapter 758

Test Claim Filed: June 21, 2000
Reimbursement Period: 1998-1999 through 2004-2005

Initial Reimbursement Claims Filed: June 7, 2004

Statewide Cost Estimate: $0
Pending Action: September 30, 2004

Background

The test claim legislation requires the governing board of each community college district to
adopt and implement a written procedure or protocols at each of their campuses or facilities to
ensure that students, faculty and staff who are victims of sexual assault receive treatment and
information. The statute specifies the minimum content of the written procedure or protocols.

Statewide Cost Estimate

At this time, no reimbursement claims have been filed for this program. Under the existing
mandates process, the amount of a statewide cost estimate is reported to the Legislature and
introduced in a local government claims bill. Once the local government claims bill appropriates
funds for the initial reimbursement period, the program’s annual statewide estimated costs are
placed in the State Budget. Since there are no claims on which to base this statewide cost
~ estimate, the Commission adopted a statewide cost estimate of $0 for this program. This will
initiate the process for informing the Legislature that there are no costs for this program.
However, if reimbursement claims are filed on this program by June 6, 2005, a deficiency will be
reported to the Legislature by the SCO.

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:

1. Since the reimbursable activities are limited to the development and implementation of
policies and procedures, which does not include the activities to carry out those policies
and procedures, it is anticipated that most claimants will not meet the $1,000 per year
minimum filing threshold. Therefore it is unlikely that any claims will be filed on this
program.

2. If claims were filed on this program, the actual amount claimed would exceed the
statewide cost estimate because there would be no funds appropriated in the State Budget
to fund this program.
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- Criminal Background Checks II (00- 'TC*—OS)

Education Code Sect1ons 44830 1, 44830 2, 45125 45125 01 and 45125 2
Statutes 1998, Chapters 594 and 840 " '
" Statites 1999, Chapter 78

California Code of Regulations, Title 11, Sectioris 700-708

Test Claim Filed: December 15 2000
Reimbursement Period: 1999-2000 through 2004-2005°

Initial Reimbursement Claims Filed: June 7, 2004

Statewide Cost Estimate: $262,599
Pending Action: September 30, 2004

Background

The Commission has adopted two decisions related to the Criminal Background Checks
program:

Criminal Background Checls I. In 1997, the Legislature enacted the Michelle Montoya
School Safety Act that requires school districts to obtain criminal background checks on
specified types of school district employees. School districts must also obtain criminal
background checks of employees of entities that contract with the districts. The act also
prohibits districts from employing or retaining temporary, substitute or probationary
employees who have been convicted of a serious or violent felony. On March 25, 1999,
the Commission adopted its Statement of Decision finding that this test claim imposes a
reimbursable state-mandated program on school districts under article X1 B, section 6
of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514.

Criminal Background Checks II. Tn 1998 and 1999, the Legislature enacted legislation
which added or amended Education Code sections relating to the following: criminal
background checks of district employees, monitoring or separation of employees of
construction contractors who work on school grounds, sending fingerprints to the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI), requesting from Department of Justice (DOJ) reports of
subsequent arrest for employees, and storage and destruction of criminal record -
summaries. On February 27, 2003, the Comimission adopted its Statement of Decision
finding that Education Code sections 44830.1, 45125, 45125.01, and 45125.2 constitute
new programs or higher levels of service for school districts within the meaning of article
XII B, section 6, of the California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state
pursuant to Government Code section 17514.

Statewide Cost Estimate

The statewide cost estimate is based on 23 unaudited; actual reimbursement claims filed by six
school districts.

In adopting the estimate, the Commission made the following assumptions:

1.

The actual amount claimed will increase when late or amended claims are filed, and
could exceed the statewide cost estimate. ‘
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2. Significant numbers of late claims will fict be filed because the cost to perform the
reimbursable activities for Criminal Background Checks IT are minimal when compared
to the costs a]ready claimed for the ongmal Crzmmal Background Checks I mandate and
are less than the $1,000 minimum fot fi 11ng an annual reimbursement claim.

3. Any reimbursement claim for this Progrem may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excesswe or unreasonable
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IIT. PENDING STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATES

TABLE 2. Pending Statewide Cost Estimates
by Local Agencies and School Districts

Local Agencies

School Districts

Administrative License Suspension Per Se,
98-TC-16

Behavioral Intervention Plans, 4464

Crime Victims '’ Domestic Violence Incident
Reports, 99-TC-08

Comprehensive School 4Safety Plans,
98-TC-01

Postmortem Exams: Unidentified Bodies,
Human Remains, 00-TC-18

Pupil Promotion and Retention, 98-TC-19

Peace Officer Personnel Records: Unfounded
Complaints and Discovery, 00-TC-24 and
00-TC-25

Stull Act, 98-TC-25"

False Repm ts of Police Misconduct,
00-TC-26"

Differential Pay & Reemployment, 99-TC-02

DNA Database, 00-TC-27%
-and

Amendment to Post Mortem Exams:
Unidentified Bodies, 02-TC-39%*

AIDS Prevention and Instr uctzon 1,
99-TC-07

Enrollment Fee Collection, 99-TC- 13 and
Enrollment Fee Waivers, 00-TC- 15

Teacher Incentive Program, 99-TC-15

High School Exit Exam, 00-TC-06"

Integrated Waste Management, 00-TC-07"

* Currently in the parameters and guidelines phase.
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IV. PRIOR YEAR MANDATE DEFICIENCIES |

On May 4, 2004, the SCO request-ed'additional futids iri the amouiit-of $1,731,492,609
($1,000,204;578 for'local ageneles $682,152,348 for-school districts; and $49,135,683 for
community colleges) because of & ovetall applopnatlon deﬁmeney This tequest was denied by
the Department of Finance. (Appendix B)

The SCO reported “The mandate program fundmg deﬁmencles are the result of deferred funding
for new claims reeewed dunng the 2002-2003 2003- 2004 fiscal years and pl‘lOI‘ years
insufficient approprtanons These new claims 1ne1ude 2001-2002 late claims, 2002 2003 actual
cost claims and 2003-2004 estimated claims that are in excess of avaﬂable approprxahon
balances.” (Appendlx C)y :

If funds are not appropnated for this request in the Budget Act, the Comrmssmn is required to
include the deﬁc1ency in its report to the Legxslature so 'that itis included in the next local
govemment claims b1lls or other approprlatlon bills." :

Adoption of the 2004 Budget was delayed while the Lie gislature and the Achmmstratlon
addressed the complex state-local fiscal relationships:; Although the budget did not appropriate
funds to address the total appropriation deficiency reported by the SCO, the following significant
actions were taken through the Budget Act of 2004, trailer bills, and proposed constitutional
amendment:

» The Education Budget Trailer Bill appropriated $58,396,000 to the Controller to pay for
prior year state obligations for education mandate claims and interest, as specified;

e The Budget Act of 2004:
o deferred thirty-nine education mandates;
o suspended five education mandates;

o) appropriated $13.9 million to the Controller to reimburse cities, counties, and city
and county for the Animal Adoption program (3$13.9 million);

o appropriated $69 million to reimburse counties for the Handicapped and Disabled
Students program, and,

o deferred or suspended all other local agency mandates.

e The Local Government Finance Trailer Bill codified a commitment to pay local agencies
what 18 owed for mandate reimbursements. Senate Bill 1096 added section 17617 to the
Government Code. This section states:

The total amount due to each city, county, city and county, and special district, for
which the state has determined, as of June 30, 2005, that reimbursement is
required under Section 6 of Article X1II B of the California Constitution, shall be
appropriated for payment to these entities over a period of not more than five
years, commending with the Budget Act of 2006-07 fiscal year and concluding
with the Budget Act for the 2011-12 fiscal year.

" Government Code section 17567.
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s The Legislature approved Senaté Constitutional Amendment4,as Proposition 1A, to be
presented to the voters on the November 2004 ballot. According to Legislative Analyst,

o Themeagure amends the State-Constitution to require, the state to suspend certain
~ state'laws creating mandates iniany yeaythat the state does not fully reimburse
loca] governments; for-thejr costs to eomply with the mandates.. ‘Specifically,
beginning July 1, 2005, the measure requires the state to either-fully fund-each

mandateaffectmg cities, counties, and speeml dlstncts or suspend the mgndate 5

: ents for t' ‘e ﬁseal yéar Thm,prowsmn does not appl to mandates

emp]oyee' 1 ghts .

o The measure also appears to expand the c1rcumstances under whwh the state
would be responsible for rexmbursmg cities, counties, and specxal dlStI’l.GtS for
g out He ‘tate réquirer ent's i Speclﬁcally, the méast
date state actions that frarisfér to lo’cal govemments ﬁnanclal re
for a required program for which the state prevlously had complete of partml
finaticial résponsibility: Under currerit law, §omeé siich trahsfers of financial
responsibilities nidy not be cofisidered a state mandate, - '
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- APPENDIX A

~ New Mandates:
Reimmbursable Activities Detail
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Adopted March 25, 2004

STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE

- Stafutes 1999, Chapter 18
Electrons Code Sections 15151 and 15375

Preszdentqu Przmarzes 2000 (99- TC- 04)

County of Tuolumne, ClaJmant

Background and Summary of the Clalm

Elections Code sections 15151 and 15375 were amended to ensure that Cahforma 8 pres1dent1a1
primary delegates would be recogmzed at the national party conventions in the year 2000. The
test claim legislation 1eqmres local election officials to transmit both seml-fmal and final election
results for premdentlal primaries in’ ‘two separate tallies to:the Secretary of State: first, the total -
number of Votes eact candidate réceiveds;and second, the'number of votes etich canchdate
received from registered voters of each polifical party and from the “de¢lings-to- state” voters

The claimant filed the test claim on October 25, 1999. The Commission on State Mandates .
(Comrmssuon) adopted the Statement of Dec1s1on on-October 25 2001 and t.he parameters ahd

.....

adopted a statew1de cost est1mate of $1 167 736 for thlS program on March 25 2004
Reimbursable Activities

The Comrmssmn approved the followmg srelmbursable activities for thlS program
A One-TJme Act1V1t1es ' '

1. Research and Develop General Approach for Converting. Votmg Process

Meet with the Secretary of State.to 1dent1fy the methods and develop the geperal
. approach for 1n;1ple‘ w electi \
plari; and schedule f )

. ,Iec‘don reportmg process
2, Develop or Modlfy Election! Equlpment and Software and Test

Obtain,’ develop, or contract for the modrﬁcatlon of electton systems and equrpment to ] '
accommodate the one vote, two- cotint election systeri., Tncludes any automated gystém
programming’ b reprogrammmg, and rélated costs, inélading test1hg -of the ballot
couhting progran: ' SALATIRE

mplementmg the nevtfﬁ whaek r

3. Develop and Conduct Special Training Program (One-time per employee)

Develop and conduct a revised training program for regular and temporary election staff
to carry out the changes necessary to implement the reporting requirements of the test
claim legislation.
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B. Ongoing Activities’ ‘
1) Additional Election Ballot and Election Materials Costs =~/ *

Additional costs, necessary to purchase or develop the special regular and absentee ballots
and election materials to méet the requirements of the statesmandated election duties
specified in Statutes 1999, chapter 18. Includes the development by elections officials of the
procedures and mechanisms necessary, to énable g tabula’uon of the ba]lots separately and by
presidential candidate, and the adffitional necessary cost b des1gn ‘and prmt ballots necessary =
to submit the information required for thé semi-final and final election results.

| 2) Secretary of State-Test

Test the computer software and process until approved by the Secretary of State for L
utilization in the elechon Only tests approved by the Secretary of State sha]l be SRR
reimbussable; : o

3) Ballot Tabula

Count prlmary votes both by the presrdentraL candldate and by party (afﬁhatlon wh.tch
exceeds the ; prior smgle count process,*mcludmg the. additiona] sta.ff tifme to'count-and
inspect ballots, canvassing after the elecuon, and the additional computer run time for
electlon results o

4) Preparatron and Submrssmn of Statement 'of the Vote

political party d’-ﬁot‘n lthe “decﬁﬁes-to-state" Voters &t mterv g not greater thh’h 'two ‘
hours. P

i
i,

b. Prepare and submit final primary election results; including the ac:1d1tronalr costs: to,;
prepare and submit the final election results to the Secretary of State i in, accordance w1th
its procedures.

c. Prepare and subn:ut tc the Secretary of Stat'e' the‘ doubhng of the Statement of Vote

the program; mateHals and“supphes, contracted-servidas; and ahy costs f(ﬁfﬁ‘a%l and‘trarmng
necessary to implement the program. The:costof fixed assets and: equipmefity including -
computers is, also___ehgrble for rexmbursement but only:th'  pro.rata L portion of the purchase price

To the extent that any. of the aforementroned costs:are presently recouped through Ab.s'entee '
Ballots (Stats. 1978, ch. 77), such costs cannot be claimed under the Preszdenz‘zal Przmarze.s' 2000

program. . . , v
. * '4 ..

t

! The one-time and on-going activities are eligible for reimbursement only for the 2000 Presidential Primary
Election.
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Statewide Cost Estimate

Assumptions _
The statewide cost estimate is based on the following assumptions:

1) The statewide cost estimate is based on unaudited claims filed by 34 of the state’s 58
counties.? ‘

2) The actual amount claimed may increase if late or amended claims are filed.

3) The claims may be excessive. Some counties may have filed for reimbursement for fixed
assets that are being used for purposes other than implementing this mandate. For example,
it appears that Humboldt County claimed $273,760 for establishing a new tabulation system
that not only allows the county to tabulate the votes twice for the 2000 Presidential Primary
Election, but also updates the county’s tabulation system for all elections.

4) Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited and
deemed to be excessive or unreasonable.

Methodology

The statewide cost estimate was developed using actual reimbursement claims filed by 34
claimants. The summary claims data provided by the SCO for fiscal years 1999-2000,
2000-2001, and 2001-2002 and the actual reimbursement claims were reviewed to study
claiming data and possible trends.

Since this program was only required for the 2000 Presidential Primary Election, costs
($167,257) claimed for fiscal years 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 were not included in the statewide
cost estimate. . -

Following is a breakdown of estimated total costs per fiscal year:

Fiscal Year Number of Claims Filed Claim Totals
with SCO
1999-2000 ’ 34 | T $1.167.736
Total $1,167,736 |

? Claims data reported by the SCO as of Febroary 10, 2004,
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- Adopted: May 27, 2004

 STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE .

o Statutes 1996, Chapter 1170
Cma - Statutes 1997, Chapter. 443 oo : J
SR SR Statutes 1998, Chapter 230 =
Penal Code Sections 914,933, 933.05, and 938.4
Grand Jury Proceedings (9 8-TC-27)

C_qunty‘df San Bettiardjﬁo, Claimant =

Background and Summary of the Mandate

Statutes 1996, chapter 1170, Statutes 1997, chapter 443, and.Statutes 1998, chapter 230 added or
amended Penal Code sections 914, 933, 933.05, and 938.4 to revise grand jury operations. On
June 27, 2002, the Comrmssmn on State Mandates (Commission) adopted its Statement of
Decision that thé fest claim leg1slat10n cotistitutes a r em’rbursahle state-mandated prograiri upon

local governinents within the meaning of atticle XTI B, section 6, of the Califorhia Const1tut1on
and Government Code section 17514, :

The claimant filed the test claim on June 30, 1999, The Comission adopted the Statement of
Decision on June 27, 2002, and the parameters and guidelines on July.31; 2003. Eligible
claimants weré required to file initial reimbursement claims Wlth the State Controller’s Oﬂice
(SCO) by February 3, 2004. -

Discussion . SR :
Staff reviewed the clairis datd submitted by the claunants and compiled by the SCO.

The Commissior approved the following reimbur sahle act1v1t1es for this program
A. One-Time Countv Activities

1. Developmg policies and p1ocedures for the actjvities listed in. sectlon IV. of these
paramete1s and guldehnes (Rezmbursement per iod begms July 1, y 997.)

2. Developmg a:raining program for grand jurors: that consider or talce action en-civil
matters. - As required by the court, reimbursement.is limited to training for report writing,
interviews, and grand jury’s scope of responsibility and statutory authority; -Costs to the
county for the court to meetwith the district attorney, county counsel, and at least one

. former grand juror to consult regarding.grand jury training are reimbursable. (Pen. Code,
§ 914, subd. (b)). (Reimbursement period begins January 1, 1998.)

B. On-Going County Activities .

1. Training each grand jury that considers or takes action on civil matters, as outlined in

section IV, A. above (Pen. Code, § 914, subd. (b)). (Reimbursement period begins
January 1, 1998.)

Grand Jury Proceedings SCE (98-TC-27)
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2. Grand jury meeti.ng(s) with the sﬁbjiectS(s) of the: grand jury’s investigation(s) regarding
the investigation.! Grand jury participation in the meeting(s) is reimbursable (Pen. Code,
§ 933.05, subd. (e)). (Reimbursement penod begins January 1, 1998.)

3.  Providing a suitable meeting room and’ prov1dmg support to the grand jury as the superior
court determines is necessary (Pen. Code, § 93 &4) See sections V. A3 and A4 for
claiming the pro rata share of the mgeting room cost if it is used for-other purposes.
(Reimbursement perzoa’ begms January 1, 1998.)

4, The county clerk subnnttmg a copy of the grand jury report and responses from the
person or entity that is the gubjéct of the griind’; jury report to the State Archivist. This
includes the cost of duplication, mailing, or other form of transmittal (Pen. Code, § 933,
subd. (b)). (Reimbursement period begins
January 1, 1999).

-Going T.ocal Agency.or School D1str10t ct1v1t1es (Rezmbm sement pel zod begms July 1,
1997) S ",- ‘

1 Preparmg a response to each grand Jury ﬁndmg mcludmg those mvolvmg ﬁscal maﬁers -
The respondmg petson or enhty sha]l iriclude | one of the followirg into the response for
each finding!

a. The respondent agrees with the finding.

b. .The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the ﬂndmg, in which case the
- response-shall specify the portion ofithe finding that is dlsputed and sha]l mclude
an explanatlon of the reasons therefore.

2. Preparing a response to each grand jury recommendation in which the responding person.
or entity shall report one, of the following actions for each recommendation:

a. The recommendauon has been. unplemented w1th a summary regardmg the
1mp1emen{ed actibn,

b. The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will'be 1mp1emented 111
. the future, with & timefraing for unplementatmn :

c. The recommendation requu‘es flrther analysm with sn explanatron and the scope

and parameters of an analysis ot study; and 4 timefyainie for the matter to/be
-~ prepared: for-discussion, by the officeriorhead of the agency or department being

investigated or reviewed; including the govemmg body of the public.agency when
applicable. This time frame shall not exceed six months from the date of
publication of the grand jury teport fegarding the grand jury finding, -

d.  The recommérdation will riot bé ithplerentéd becauss it is not watranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation therefore. (Pen. Code,:§ 933:03, subd. (a) and-
(b).) :

| -t

! During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the subject of that investigation.
(Pen. Code, § 933.05, subd. (g).)

? Any county, city, city and county, special district, joint powers agency, or school or commumty
college chstrlot that is respondmg to a grand jury report.
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3. Alocal agency or school district meeting w1th the grand jury as the subject of'an ‘
investigation is reimbursable (Pen. Code §933 05, subd. (e)) (Rezmbw sement per zoa’
begzns January 1, 1998 y o '

Statewlde Cost Estnnate

e

Recommendatlons ﬁ'om the Bureau of State Aud1ts

On October 15,2003, the Bureau 6f State Audlts (BSA) issued ad audit report on two mandated.
program§'and the mandates procéss. The BSA issued one recommendatlon regardl.ng the ‘
development of statewide cost estimates, stating:

To project more accurate statéwide cost stithates, the Commission staff should
more carefully analyze the completeness of, the 1mt1al claims data they se to
develop the estimates and adjust the estlmate' ccordmgly Additionally, when
i resthe, _oinnnssmn should disclose the incomplete
nature of the initial claims data it uses to develop t.he estimates.

Staff made the following assumptlons and used the following methodclogy to develop a
statewide cost estimate of the program_ afd to implement the BSA”s recommendation. If the
Commission adopts this statew1de co .'estlmate the estimate, Jncludmg staff’s assumptions and
methodology will be reported to. the Leg1slature

Assumptions - R
Staff made the following assumptioris:

e The statewide cost estimate is bagsed on 276 claims; 249 filed by 18 cities, 37 counties, one
city and county, and three special districts; and 27 filed by 15 school districts.?

° The actual amount claimead will increase when'late or amended claims are filed. Twenty of
the 58 counties have not filed any reimbursement claims for this program. Fifteen of the
non-filing counties have populations less than.200,000.persons. Ifrelmbursement claims
are filed by the remaining five.counties: .+ ¢
San Diego, Contra Costa, Ke n-Joaqmn, and Solano the amount of reimbursement

claims may exceed the statew_i'@“.,,, ost estimate, For this program late claims may be filed
until February 2005. S

e  Any reimbursement claim for- this program may be redueed by the SCO if it is audited and
deemed to be excessive ortinreasonable, Therefore, the, total amotnt of reimbursement for
this program may be lower than the statewide cost estnnate ,

M ethodo logy
1997-2002 Costs

o Staff reviewed the summary claims data provided by the. SCO for fiscal years (FY) 1957-
1998 through 2002-2003. Staff then reviewed the rennbursement tlaims to study
claiming data and possible trends, No trends could be ident] ed for this program.
Significant variations in costs ‘claimed were fotnd in county teixhbursement claims.

e The proposed statewide cost: estiméte for FY' 1997 1998 tbrough 2002-2003 is based on
the 276 unaudited, actual reimbursement claims.

3 Claims data reported by the SCO as of March 19, 2004.
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2003-2005 Pro_]ectedCosts o

e  Staff projected totals for FY 2003 2004 by multxplymg the FY 2002-2003 cla:m total ﬁled by
claimants with the SCO by the implicit price deflator for 2002-2003 (2. 3%), ag forecast by the
Department of Finance. Staff projected totals for FY 2004-2005 by muit1p1y1ng the FY 2002-
2003 claims total by the implicit price deflator for 2003-2004, (2:9%)s5: i+

The propesed:statewide costestimate includes eiglit: fiseal years for a total: of $12,624, 069 Of ﬂns
amount, $12, 508,570 ig forlocalagencies and $115, 4§9 is- for school d;smcts -This avera,ges to
$1,578,009 annuahy in costs for the state, '

Follomng isa breakdOWn of estnnated total cos’gs.;par ﬁscal year

T !{r

Local!Agenmes .
Fxscal Year' | Numl TA

- Fied |
sl

. [1997: ;1«998-\.‘9-»:":‘-~
© [ 1998-1999. 1 TiBF
° 19992000 . .42

2000-2001 $1,664.916'|
2001-2002 $1, 694 540
2002-2003 $1,864,863

2003-2004 N/A $1,907,755 |

" Sohool Districts.
‘ Fisc'a,leear Number of
B Clalms F‘xled

- Filéa"

$ 12,832
i d o 6,697
829640
5 8959
§ 27,160
$ 18,705
A $ 19,135|

1997-1998
1999:2000. { ..
2000-2001 " | .~ -
2001-2002 |
2002-2003
2003-2004

,qu@pep

TNA |5 10247

276 . i $12, 624 ou

‘ l
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Adopted: July 29, 2004

STATEWIDE COST I Es-‘ TMA

Health and Safety Gods § Sect,ton 33672 7.
Statutes 1998, Chapter 39-

.Redevelopment Agenczes——Tax Dzsbursement Reporting (99-TC -06)
County of Los Angeles, ClaJmant .

Summary of the Mandate

Health and Safety Code section 33672. ‘7 as added by Statutes 1998 chapter 39, requires the
county auditor to prepare annual tax dlsbursement statements for commumty redevelopment
agency project areas, Prior law’ requn'ed that the auditor prepare suchi-a statement only upon the
request of a redevelopment agency. The enactment of Health aud Safety Code section 33672.7

The claimant filed the test claim on March 3, 2000. The Cornnnssmn on State Mandates
(Comn:ussmn) adopted the Statement of Decision on October 24, 2002, and the parameters and
guidelifies:on September 25, 2003 Eligible claimants were required‘to file 1n1t1al reimbursement -
claims with the State Controller 8 Ofﬁce (SCO) by March 26, 2004,

DISCUSSPOB

......

i . T , P co

Rezmbursablg Aauvmes ,
The Comn:ussmn approved the fol.lowmg relmbursable act1V1t1es for ﬂ]J.S program
A. On- -Going Aot1v1t1es

1. On or before August 15 of each yeat, prépére a staternent for each pro_] &t aren that
provides:the amount:of disbursement.made in the prior fisca] year pursuant to Health and .
. Safety-Code sect1on 33670 and the amounts of disbursement made pursuant to Health
and Safety Code sections 33401 33607 5, 33607 7 vand 33676 o

2. Duplicate and distribute the annual tax d1sburse1nent statements for comminity
redevelopment agency proj ject: ‘areas. v

The Comnnsswn spécifically found thiat the following activities weré not reinibiirsable:

s Costs incurred to perform the calculation and disbursement of tax revenues to
redevelopment agencies pursuant to Health and Safety Code sections 33401,.33607.5,.
33607 7 33670 .and 33676 are not reunbursable

o Costs mcurred to prepare, duphcate and distribute the statement are not rennbursable if
the statement is requested by a redevelopment agency, pursuant to Health and Safety

Ed

Code section 33672. 5.

Redevelopment Agencies — Tax
1575 - Disbursement Reporting SCE (99-TC-06)



Uniform Cost Allowance

The Commission adopted uniform:cost.allowances.for thls program, pursuant to Government
Code section 17557. Actual costs shall be claimed based bh the followmg uniform allowance
per tax disbursement statement as: adopted by the Comimission, The uniform allowance shall be
adjusted each subsequent year by the Implicit Prise Deflator reéferenced in Government Code
section 17523. s :

Table 1. Adopted"UnifolxjmlAllpwanqes,
Fiscal Year " Uniform Allowance

1998-1999 $22.27
1999-2000 . $2272
2000-2001_

Re1rnbursement is determmed by multrplymg the umform allowance by the number 6f statements
prepared for each pro_] ject area. _ ‘

Statewide Cost Estzmate‘ SRR ;

Staff reviewed the claims:data submltted by the claimants-and compiled by the SCO., The 19
actual claims filed by counties for fiscal § years 1998-1999 through2002-2003* ate inaccurate and -

unaudited. The parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission for this program prov1des . o

reimbursement for the preparation of a statement for each project area that provides the amount :
of disbursement made. However, the SCO’s claiming instructions require countig§'to claithithe .»
number of statements prepared for. every, commumty redevelopment agency. project, . This results .
in a significant diffétence as thers catl be multrple projects within the boundaries of a proj ject
area. The test claim legislation, Health and Safety Code section 33672.7, spec1ﬁoally requrres
that a statement be prepared for each proj; ject area rather than for each project.

Staﬂ not1ﬁed the SCO regardmg thrs 1ssue The SOO reports that 1t w111 contact clarmants to ‘

b

staff d1d not use the rennhursement claifns datato develop the statew1de eost estimate. -

Staff made the following assumptions and uséd-the following tiethodolog gy to devélop g

statewide cost estimate for this program. If the Commission adopts-this statewide cost estimate,

the estimate, including, staff’s assumptions and methodology; will be reported to the Legislature.
8§ ions '

Staff made the following assumptions: B ."‘.

o Each fiscal year, a statement was prepared for eaoh redevelopment pto] ject area in the
COUIlty . * . . s AR RSN s

vvvvv

o Theé actual amount clan.ned may inctedse 1f late ot amended claimig are ﬁled For this
program, late claims may be filed until March 2005. To date, only four of the 58

! Claims data reported by the SCO as of May 19, 2004. 4

Redevelopment Agencies — Tox
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counties filed reimbursement claims for this program. However, since, this program is
reimbursed using & uniform cost allowance of approxnnateiy $21 to $25 per.. ‘
redevelopment project area, a county would need to have a mlmmum of40
redevelopment project areas in order to meet the $1,000 ﬁ]mg threshold Most"icoun’ues

cannotmeetthrstbreshold P S

. Although the County of Rrver51de has not ﬁled relmbursement clauns 1t ‘Was 'mcluded in"
the estnnate because it has enough project areas to mest the ﬁ]mg threshold.

. Any relmbursement claim for this'j program may be reduced by the 8COif 1t 1s auchted
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable. Therefore the total amount 6f .
-reimbursement for this program miay be:lower than the: statewidé cost estimate.
Methodology
1999 through 2004 Pr ajected Costs -

Controller’s Community Redevelopment Agenczes Annual Reports and the uniform allowances
adopted by the Commission.. The followmg table shows tlie re;ported number of project areas by
fiscal year for the four countie§ tHat subrmtted relmbursement cla,rms and the County of Riverside:

Table 2. Number of Reported Project Areas by County and Fiscal Year

, Ry )
Fiscal Year | Contra Costa Los Angeles Orange _ Benf:rndmo Riverside
1998-1999* 39 | L0215 | 6 L. b7 83
1999-2000 397 ... 215 63 . 61 83
2000-2001 30 203 51 67 73
2001-2002 29 194 52 69 65
2002-2003 27 194 51 72 62
20032004 [ 27 | 194 | 51 72 62

* The number of project areas is not available for this fiscal ysar. Therefore, for purposes of this estimate, the
numbers directly after or.before the fiscal year were used.

The following table shows the resulting reimbursable cost when the number of project areas is
multiplied by the adopted uniform cost allowance shown in Table 1:

Table 3. Projected Costs

Fiscal Year | Contra Costa | Los Angeles Orange Bergeafdino Riverside
1998-1999 $ 869 $ 4,788 $1,403 | $1,492 $ 1,848
1999-2000 $ 886 $ 4,885 $ 1,431 $1,522 $ 1,886
2000-2001 $ 708 $ 4,793 $ 1,204 $ 1,582 $ 1,724
2001-2002 $692 $ 4,631 $1241 | $1,647 $1,552
2002-2003 $ 659 $4,734 $ 1,244 $ 1,757 $1,513
2003-2004 $ 670 $4813 | $1,265 $1,786 $ 1,538

Redevelopment Agencies — T
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Contra Costa County did not mestthe'$1, 000 elmmmg threshold m any ﬁseal year Therefore it
was not included in this statew1de dost estama’ce

Fiscal Year 2004-2 005 Pm]ected C'o.s't.s' . . 1 B

For fiscal year 2004-2005, staff progeeted costs by multlplymg the estu:nated claim total for fiscal
year 2002-2003 by the 1mphc1t prlce deflator for 2003-2004. (2:9%), as forecast by the Department

of Finance. bt

The proposed statewide cost. estimate: mcludes seven ﬁscal years for a total of $65 300. Thls
averages to §9,329 annuale in-cogts for' the state.

Followmg isa brealcdown of. estunated total costs per ﬁscal year

Table 4. Estimated Total Costs per Fiscal Year

Frscal Year‘ e Cla.lm Totals’
_1998-1099 " B 4745
19992000 | - —$10,610
' 2000-2601 %1001
20012002 e §OTesHT
2002-2003 $9,907
200322004 | $ 10,072
2004-2005 (est.) 310,194

TOTAL —__§65,300

Redevelopment Agencies — Tax
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Hearing Date: September 30,2004

FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS
PROPOSED STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE

Blections Code Segfions 15111, 15321, and 21000
Statutes 1999, Chapter 697
Absentee Ballots: Tabulation by Precinct (00-TC-08)
County of Orange, Claimant

EXECUTIVE SUlVﬂV[ARY

The test claim legislation requires cop,nty elec’uons ofﬁcmls for statew1de electlons or certain
special elections conducted between June 1, 2000, and January 1, 2001, to tabulate, by precinct,
votes cast by absentee ballots and votes cast at the polling place. The subject test claim
legislation also requires the county elections official to make each precinct’s election results
available to the Legislature and appropriate legislative committees for use in district
apportionment. Finally, the test claim legislation requires the elections official’s list of absentee
voters to include the voter’s election precinct. ‘

The claimant filed the test claim on March 12, 2001. The Commission on State Mandates
(Commission) adopted the Statement of Decision on April 24, 2003, and the parameters and
guidelines on December 2, 2003. Eligible claimants were required to file initial reimbursement
claims with the State Controller’s Office (SCO) by June 1, 2004.

The SCO provided unaudited claims totals to the Commission on July 9, 2004. Staff reviewed
the 18 actual claims filed by counties for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2002-2003 and
determined them to be inaccurate. For instance, the parameters and guidelines adopted by the
Commission for this program prov1de one-time reimbursement for specific administrative duties
and election activities, and ongoing activities for certain list modifications. Most of the one-time
activities were limited to a one-year period between January 1, 2000, and January 1, 2001. The
ballot tabulation activity and transmitting election returns to the Secretary of State are only
reimbursable for each election held between June 1, 2000, and January 1, 2001. Some of the
administrative duties may have been claimed for multiple fiscal years. In addition, many
counties already had a software system implemented to accommodate tabulation of ballots by
precinct prior to the reimbursement period for this program. Thus, costs for developing or
modifying election equipment and software should be minimal, such that most counties will be
unable to meet the $1,000 filing threshold.

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes six fiscal years for a total of $225,767. This

. averages to $37,628 annually in costs for the state. The following table details the breakdown of
estimated total costs per fiscal year:
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s : Number of .

Fiscal Year Claims Filsd | Claim Totals
1999-2000 - N B e 23,998
2000-2001 .- ot~ 9 T T 175,188
2001-2002 T ] TR oo 7 T 6,844
2002-2003 . | - 2 W 6,417
2003-2004 (est.) ___N/A 6,565
2004-2005 (est.) ___N/A R 6,755

TOTAL| .~ 18 s . 225767

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission. adopthe proposéd statewide:cost estimate of $225, 767
for costs incurred in complymg w11'.h the Absentee Ballot.s' Tabulanon by Precinct program, If
the stateW1de cost estﬂnate i adopted staff will repor‘t the Estitnate to ‘rhe Legxsla’mre
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'STAFF ANALYSIS
Summary of the Mandate

‘The test claim legislation requires county elections officials, for statewide elections or certain
~ special elections conducted between June 1, 2000, and January 1, 2001, to tablate, by precinct,

" votes cast by absentee ballots arid votes cést at the polling place. The subject test claim

~ legislation also requires the county elections official to make each precinet’s election regults
available to the Legislature and appropriate legislative committees for use in district .
apportionment. Finally, the test claim legislation requires the elections official’s list of absentee
voters to include the voter’s election precinct. ~

The clalmant ﬁled the test claim on March 12,2001, The Comrn1ss1on adopted the Statement of

kg

claimants were requrred to ﬁle n:nt1a1 ren:nbursement clan:ns with the State Controller s Office
(SCO) by June 1, 2004.

Discussion

Reimbursable Actzvzz‘zes ;

The Commission approved the followmg reimbursable activities for this pro gram:

One-Time Activities -

1. Administrative Duties (Reimbursement Period: January 1, 2000 - January 1,.2001)
a. Research and Develop General Approach for Converting Tabulanon Process

Meet with the software vendor to identify the methods, and develop the general approach
for tabulating ballots by precinct. Develop a specific plan and schedule for implementing
the new ballot tabulation process.

b. Develop or Modify Election Equipment and Software and Test

Obtain, develop; or contract for the modification of election systems and equipment; to
accommodate the tabulation of ballots by precinct. Includes any automated system
programmmg Orpreprogr amming, and the cost of testtng the ballot tabulatlon pro gram

c. Develop and Conduct Speclal Trammg Program (one—tune per employee)

Develop and conduct a revised training program for regular and temporary election staff
to carry out the changes necessary to implement the ballot reporting reqmrements of the
test claim legislation.

One-Time Activities Per Election’
1. -Tabulation By Pleclnct (Elec Code, § 15321 subd. (a))

a. Additional Electlon Ballot and Election Materrals Act1v1t1es
(Reimbursement Period: January 1, 2000 - January 1, 2001)

Reformat the ballots so that election software will read and tabulate ballots by precinct.

! These activities may be reimbursed one time for each election held between June 1, 2000, and
January 1, 2001.
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b. Ballot Tabulation (Reimbursemerit Period: June 1, 2000 - January 1, 2001)

Tabulate by precinct, which exceeds the prior count by ballot style, those Votes cast by'
absentee ballot and ballots cast.at the polling place in statewide. elections or special
elections to fill a yacant congressmnal or legislative office for glections conducted
between June 1, 2000 and January 1, 2001, The additional staﬁ' time to conduct the
computer run for electlon results is reimbursable.-

2. Returns Available to the' Legislature (Elec: Code, §15321 siibd. (b), and Elec Code,
§ 21000) (Reimbursemerit Périod: June 1,:2000 - January 1 200] ) T

a. Transmitting to the Secretary of State election retums by precmct reﬂectmg the total for
all ballots cast, including both absentee ballots and ballots cast at the pol]_mg places in
statewide elections'to fill 4 vdcant corigiessional or législative office for electibns
conducted betiween Jurie 1, 2000, and Janady 1, 2001; is eligible for relmbursement 2

Ongoing Activities
1. List Modifications (Elec. Code, § 15111) (Reimbursement begins January 1, 2000)

2. Include the precinct of each voter on the election ofﬁolal’s list of voters who has recelved
and voted an absentee ballét. : ~

Statewide Cost Estimate

Staff reviewed the claims data submitted by thé ¢claimants and coripiléd by the SCO. Staff made
the following assumptions.and.used the following methodology to develop a statewide-cost
estimate of this program. If the Commission adopts this statewide cost estimate, the estimate,
meludmg staff’s ass‘,umptrons and methodology, will bs reported 1o the Legrslature L

_Aﬁi_m
Staff made the following assumptions:

T &

o The statewide.cost.estimate is based on 18 actual claims filed by counties for fiscal years
1999- 2000 through 2002-20@3 However,the. clamung data.is: maccurate and unaudlted
one—tlme reu:nbursement for spec1f1c ademstratwe duhes and electlon achvmes, and
ongoing activities fot cértain 1iét modifications. "N Gf the Ghe-tithd Activities Weré
limited to a one-year period between January 1, 2000, and January-l, 2001, The ballot
tabulation activity and transmitting election returns:to the Secretary of State are only -
reimbursable for each election held between June 1, 2000, and January 1, 2001; Some of
the administrative duties may have been claimed for multiple fiscal years.

s The actual amount claimed may increase rf late or amended claims are ﬁled To date,
only 12 of the 58 counties filed reimburseinent clauns for this program Thus, if
reimbursement claims are filed by any of'the reiaining 46 couities; /the‘amount of
reimbursement claims may exceed the statewide cost estimate. 'F‘o'r*ﬂjis programyléte
claims may be filed until June 2005. |

b

? The Secretary of State forwards the vote by precinct data to the appropnate committees of the
Legislature. C

3 Claims data reported by the SCO as of July 9, 2004.
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e Many counties already had a software system implemented to accommodate tabulation of
balldts by precinct prior to the reimbursement period for this program. Thus, costs for
activity A.1.b. — develop or modify election equipment and software and test — should be
minimal. Most counties will not be able to meet the $1,000 filing threshold.

e Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable. Therefore, the total amount of -
reimbursement for this program may be lower than the statewide cost estimate.

Methodology ‘
1999-2003 Costs

The proposed statewide cost estimate for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2002-2003 is based on
18 unaudited, actual reimbursement claims.

2003-2005 Projected Costs

Staff projected totals for fiscal year 2003-2004 by multiplying the total on 2002-2003
reimbursement claims by the implicit price deflator for 2002-2003 (2.3%), as forecast by the
Department of Finance. Staff projected totals for fiscal year 2004-2005 by multiplying the
2003-2004 projection by the implicit price deflator for 2003-2004 (2.9%).

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes six fiscal years for a total of $225,767. This averages
to $37,628 annually in costs for the state. '

Following is a breakdown of estimated total costs per fiscal year:
Table 1. Estimated Total Costs per Fiscal Year

. Number of .
Fiscal Year Claims Filed Claim Totals

1999-2000 5 $ 23,998
2000-2001 9 175,188
2001-2002 2 6,844
2002-2003 2 6,417
2003-2004 (est.) N/A : 6,565
2004-2005 (est.) N/A 6,755

TOTAL © 18 ¢ 3 225,767

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statewide cost estimate of $225,767
for costs incurred in complying with the Absentee Ballots: Tabulation by Precinct program.
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Adopted: May 27, 2004

2 STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE'
: Educatmn Code Section 48216 '
Health and Safety Code Sectlons 1203235, 120335, 120340, and 120375

Statutes 1978, Chapter 325 .
i .1979 Chapter 435

Statutes 1991 Chapter 084
Statutes 1992, Chaptér'1300
Statites 1994; Chapter 1172
Statute§ 1995, Chapters 291 and 415-
Statutes 1996, Chapter 1023
Statutes 1997, Chapters 855 and 882

Cahforma Code of Regulatlons, Title 17 :
Sections 6020 6035 6040,'60535, 6065, 6070 and 6075

Immunzzanon Records — Hepatztts B (98 -TC- 05)
Los Angeles County Office &F Ed, H'atron Clalmant

Background L L

Statutes 1977, cl:apter 1176, requlred persons under 18 years of age to be unmumzed agamst

poliomyelitis (polio); measles' atid diphthéria; pertussrs, andtetatius (DPT) prior tots © :
unconditional first admission to a public or private eléingiitary or secondaty school; ch11d care: .
center, day nursery, nursery. sohool or development cepter, | The law e u1red school districts to

Control (predecessor to the Cornfnission on State Mandates (Commlsslon)) adoptecl the
Statement of Decision for the Immunization Records test claim, findirig that Staﬁltes 1977,
chapter 1176 mposed a rennbursable state-mandated program. On Tuly28; 1988 tlie
Commission detétminéd that costs incurred fs¥ Bompliance with Statites 1977 , ‘chapter 117 6
would be reimbursed through the State Manddtss Apportonmeitt Systetiv(SMAS), which was
enacted by the Legislature to alloy. eertau:r ongoing statermandated.programs to be funded. .
automatically through the State Budget process, without the need for local, governments 1o ﬁle
annual clatms for those costs wﬂh the State Controller

[ R TN . . U

Summary oﬂ the Mandate

The test:claim legislatmn for Immumzaz‘wn Recm‘d.s' Hepantz.s' B added mumps, rul:)ella, and:
hepatitis B to the list of diseases ati ‘efitering sthdént tish be imrimized digainist priof 1o fifst
admission into a school. Hepatitis B immunizations were also required for students entering the
seventh grade. In addition, the tesf claim legislation aménded statutes and regulations relating to

the monitoring, | reoord lceepmg, reportmg, and parent not1ﬁcat10n requrrements relative to; the
enforcement of the puptl unmwnzatlou requirements. . : e
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The claimant filed the test claim on August 17, 1998. The Commission adopted the Statement of
Decision on August 24, 2000, and the parameters and guidelines on July 31, 2003. Eligible
claimants were required to file initial réimibursérent claims withthé State Controller’s Office
(8CO) by February 3, 2004.

Reimbursable Actwntles .
The Commission approved the following ren:dbursable actlvmes for ﬂ‘_L‘lS program:

A. Proof of Immunizations for New Entrafits: Kmdergarteners and/or Out-of-State Transfers
(Reimbursement period begins: July 1, ] 997 )

1. - Request and review lawful exemptlon ﬁ'om, or pr00f of, immunization against mumps
and rubella from each pupil seeking admlsslon to school in the state for the first time.
(Health & Saf. Code, §§ 120325; 120335 subd (b), 120375, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 17, §§ 6020, 6065, subd. (b) ) : .

2. Request and review lawful exempﬁon from or prodf of unmumzatlon against hepatitis B
" from each pupil entering specified mstltutmns ini the state forthe first time at the
kindergarten level after August 1, 1997. (Health& Saf. Code, §§120325, 120335,
subd. (b), 120375, subd. (2); Cal. Code Regs tit. 17, §§ 6020, 6065 subd (b).y

B. Proof of Hepatitis B Immumzatlons for Studen’cs Entenng Sevegth Grade on or after
July 1, 1999 (Reimbursetient Périod bégins: July 1, 1999 °

v,

1. Request and review lawful exemption from, or proof of, immunization against hepatitis B
from each pupil advancing to the seventh grade on or after July 1, 1999. (Health &-Saf::
Code §§ 120325 120335 subd (c), Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 17, §§ 6020 6065, subd. (b). )

complete ‘d‘xe > req
Cal. Code Regs ;|

2. Review the. ;unpdumzahon n‘eeord of each pupﬂ adnmted eondmona]ly every t]:urty days
until the pupil has been ﬁ,dly ;lmmumzed (‘Health &, Saf Code §§ 120325 120375
“subd. (a); Cal, Code Regs it: 17 § 60’70 subgdy. () )

D. Mandatory Pupil § ‘ 1 fiéat
(Reimbursement Perzod begzns July 1; 1998, )

1. Notify parents or guardians of the requxrement to exelude the pup11 from sehool if wnﬁ:en
Iev1dence either that the pupil has been properly immunized or qualified.f6r'ah éxemption
is not presented within 10.school days after motification. (Ed, aCode § ;48216? subds (b);
Health & Saf: Code, § 120325; Cai Code Regs Ait, 17 § 6040,) .

e ! (RS

! The addmon of mumps ‘and rube]la to the'list of dlseases an entermg student must be

immunized against priot t6 first admission into a school'should-¢féate no. indrenental workload,
since in California, one vaccine is given for measles, mumps; arid fubslla (MMR), and measles is -
part of the original Immunization Records Parameters and Guidelines. "
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2. Refer the parents or guardlans toa physunan, nurse, or county health department for
review of nmnumzatlon records and provision of required immunizations, or notify them
that the immunization§¥ill be administered at & school of the district. (Ed. Code,

§ 48216, subd. (c); Health & Saf. Code § 120325; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 17, § 6065,
subd. (c))

3. Exclude pupils from school B.ttenda.nce ‘when written ev1dence of additional doses is not
presented within ten ddys of parental notification. (Ed. Code § 48216, subd. (a); Health
& Saf. Code, §§ 120325, 120375, subd. (b); Cal. Code Regs t1t 17, § 6055.)

E. Documentation and Reporting Reguirements for Immumzatlons
(Reimbursement Period begins: July 1, 1997.)

1. Record each pupil’s immunization for, or exemption from mumps, rubella, and hepatitis B
on an immunization record and maintain the document in each pupil’s permanent record. -
(Health & Saf. Code, §§ 120325, 120335 subd. (b), 120375, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs.,
tit, 17, § 6070.)

2. Document addltlonal vaceine doses on the pupil’s mnnumzatlon record as they are
administeréd.? (Health & Saf. Code, 88 120325 120375 subd.’ '(8); Cal, Code Regs.,
tit. 17, § 6070.)

3. Collect data and prepare repotts annually on:immunization status for the Department of
Health Services. (Health & Saf. Code, §§ 120325 120375, subd. (¢); Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 17, § 6075.)

- 4. Prepare follow-up or additional reports upon request by county health departrnents and .
the state. (Health & Saf Code §8 120325 120375, subd. (c) Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 17, § 6075.)

Uniform Cost Allowances

The Commission adopted uniform cost allowances for this program pursuant to Government
Code section 17557. The uniform cost allowances shall be adjusted by the hnphclt Price

Deflator (IPD) referenced in Government Code section 17523 each fiscal year subsequent to .
2002-2003. . :

New Entrants

Activities that are relmbursable under the umform cost a]lowance for “New Entrants” are as
follows:

s Sections A;-C, and E above are new activities for the hepatitis B immunization.

s Section D above are new act1v1t1es for the DPT, pollo MMR, and hepatltls B
nnmumzatlons :

Rennbursement is détermiihed by mult1p1ymg the umform cost allowance for the appropnate
fiscal year by the nutiiber of “New Exitrarifs.” A “New Erifrant” incliides kmdergartenels and
.out-of-state transfers,

2 This activity is only for documenting additional vaccine doses on the pupil’s immunization
record. The test claim legislation does not mandate school districts to administer vaccines.
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Table 1, Un1form Cost Allowance for New Entrants

Fxseel )Ycar,. o Umform Cost Allowanee
_ 1997-1998 o %242 0
1958-1999 $5.87
1999-2000 ‘ . $6.14
2000-2001, | . 8638
2001-20027 - $6.48
2002-2003 ' $ 6.59

Seventh Grade Pupils

Activities that are re1mbursable underthe umform cost o.llowanee for “Seventh Grade Pupils” are
as follows: ‘ '

¢ Sections B, C D, and E above are new activities for the hepatitis B immunizaﬁon.

Reimbursement is determined by multiplying the uniform cost allowance for the appropriate 4
-fiscal year by the number of “Sevenfh Gréde Puplls » “Seventh Grade' Pup11” is any pup1l
advancing to thé seventh grade, other than “New Entrants

Table 2. Uniform Cost Allowance for Seventh Grade Puplls

" Fiscal Year ' Umform Cost Allowancé
1999-2000 $3.23
20002001 . Lo $.3:36" 1
< 2001-2002 ¢ $3.41
20022003 | . $ 3.47

Statewide Cost Estimate

Recommendanons from the Bureau of State Aud;t

On October 15, 2003, the Bureau of State Audits:(BSA) 1ssued an audlt report on two mandated
programs and the mandates process. The BSA issued one recommendation regarding the
development of statewide cost estimates, stating:

To project more accurate statewide cost estimates, the Commission staff should
more carefully analyze the completeness of the initial claims data they use to

. develop the estimates and adjust the estimates accordingly. Additionally, when
reporting to the Legislature; the Commission should disclose the incomplete
nature of the initial claims data it uses to develop the estimates. .

Staff made the following assumptions and used the following methodology to develop a
statewide cost estimate of the program and to implement the BSA’s recommendation, Ifthe
Cotnmission adopts this staterde cost esfnnate, the est1mate including. sta:f’s assumptlons and
methodology will be reported to the Legislature.

Assumptions

Staff made the followmg assumptmns p
¢ The statewide cost estimate is based on 2,694 aetual claims filed by. school dlstncts for
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fiscal years 1997-1998 through 2002- 2003 The clarmmg date is accurate, although
unaudited.

o The actual amount claimed will increase when late or amended claims are filed, and
could exceed the statewide ¢ost- estnnate Fot tlns pro gram, late claims may be filed until
February 2005. LSS

» Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive ‘ot unreasonable Therefore, the total amount of
reimbursement for this program ay be lower than the statewide cost estimate.

Methodolo gy
1997-2003 Costs

The proposed statew1de cost estimate for fiscal yeats 1997 1998 through 2002-2003 is based on
2,694 unaudited, actual relmbursement cla1ms

2003-2005 Pr ojected Costs :
A. Bstimated Um_fonn Cost Allowances
1. New Entrants “
For fiscal years -2003-2004 and 2004 2005 the umform cost allowance for new entrants
was adjusted by the IPD, as forecast by DOF.

Tab]e 3 Estlmated Umform Cost Allowances
for New Entrants

T, o

: | Umform Cost™
Fiscal Year 1 Allowance
200322004 (IPD = 230/) %674 ., |-
20042005 ((PD=2.9%) |~ $6.94 .|

2, Seventh Grade Pupils.

For fiscal year 2003-2004, the uniform cost allowance for seventh grade pup1ls was
adjusted by the IPD, as fore DOF However begmmng with the 2004-2005
school year, only ﬁve of t 16 ' 10 nec ATy for seventh grade pupils
because lqndergarteners begmmng i ths 1997- 1998 schiool year will become seventh

* graders by the' 2004-2005school year. Thus; their n:nmumzatron records would have
already been reviewed for hepatitis B,

Therefore, the umfonn cost allowance for fiscal year 2004- 2005 was calculated as follows:

Umfarm Cast Allowance = (cost per activity per. 1mmumzatmn) x:(5), where

“cost per activity per immunization” equals the Immunization Records SMAS
Rate for the appropriate fiscal year (estimated at $5.48 for fiscal year 2004-
2005) divided by the number of required activities (15), and “5” equals the

} Clairns data reported by the §CO as o fMarch 195. 2,00#. o
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number of activities requiréd to bé performed for seventh-grade pupils
beginning with the 2004-2005 school year

Table 4, Estlmated Umform Cost Allowances

for Seventh Grade Pupils
F1sca1 Year ' | Uniform Cost.
4 . Allowance . |
2003-2004 (IPD -2.3%). |- $§3.55 .
2004-2005 $1.83

B. Projected Costs

Cost estimates for fiscal years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 were prOJected using kmdergarten and
seventh grade enrollient data fror the California Depariment of Educanon 8 (CDE) Dataquest
web site.

This mandate applies to new entrants and seventh grade pupils. New entrarits are defined as .
kindergarteners and out-of-state transfers. However, this proposed statewide cost estimate does
not include projections for out-of-state transfers because according to the CDE’s Educational
Demographics Office, data is not collected for interstate transfers. Therefore, based only on
kindergarten and seventh grade énrollrhent data, staff ¢dloulated enrollment figures-for school
years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. The average percent cliange in:enrollifient for the 1996-1997
through 2002-2003 school years was —0.5 percent for kindergartners and 3.1 percent for seventh
graders.! Using these percentages the followmg enro]_hnent ﬁgures weré estnnated :

‘Table 5, Pl'D] ected Enrollment Flgures

School Yeat" .| Kmdergarten Seventh Grade
2003-2004. | 454,655 ' 5156407 |
2004-2005 . 452382 T 531,627

Costs were estunated by multiplying the projected enrollment figures above with the appropnate
uniform cost allowance, as shown below. o

Table 6 Estnnaied Costs for Kmdergarteners
for Flscal Years 2003-2004 and 2004

: < RO PIOJected Btimated Uniform Estimated GOSts .
Fiscal Year Enrollment | Cost Allowance
e o ® . @=@*® | .
2003-2004 454,655 . | $6.74 - $3, 064, 374.70

2004-2005 | 459382 | $6794 | $37130531.08

* The 1996-1997 school year was used as the base since California's kindergarten through third
grade Class Size Reduction program was established in 1996.
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Table 7. Estimated Costs for Seventh Grade Pupils
for Fiscal Years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005

Projected |Estimated Uniform Estimated Costs
Fiscal Year Enrollment | Cost Allowance
(&) (b) (©)=(a)* (b)
2003-2004 515,642 $3.55 $1,830,529.10
2004-2005 531,627 $1.82 $967,561.14

Table 8. Estimated Costs by Fiscal Year

. Number of Claims .

Fiscal Year Filed with SCO Claim Totals
1997-1998 255 $ 865,702
1998-1999 420 2,569,432
1999-2000 495 3,993,373
2000-2001 502 4,260,155
2001-2002 505 4,389,280
2002-2003 517 4,549,132
2003-2004 (est.) ‘N/A 4,894,904
2004-2005 (est.) ' N/A 4,107,092
Total | § 29,629,070

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes eight fiscal years for a total of $29,629,070. This
averages to $3,703,634 in annual costs to the state.
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Adopted: July 29, 2004

' STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE

Statites of 1980, Chapter 1192
Statutes of 1994, Chapter 1186

Education Code Sections 35704, 35705.5, and 35707
School District Reorganization (98-TC-24)
San Luis Obispo County Office of Education, Claimant

o

Background and Summary of the Mandate

On October 24, 2002, the Commission on State Mandates (Corm:msswn) adopted its Statement
of Decision finding that Education Code sections 35704, 35705.5, ahd 35707 impose new
activities upon county offices of education. The Commission fu.rthe1 found that-these activities .
represent new programs or higher levels of service for county offices of education within the
meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the-California Constitution and impose costs mandated by .
the state pursuant to Government Code section 17514 for certain activities related to school
district reorganizations initiated by voters, landowners or district governing boards.

The claimant; San Liiis Obispo Cotinty Office of Education, filed thé test claim on

June 30, 1999. The Commis§ion-adopted the Statement-of Décision on October 24, 2002, and
the parameters and guidelines<on July-31,2003: Eligible claimants were tequired to file m1t1al
reimbursement claims with the State Controller’s Office (SCO) by Februaty 3, 2004. The
Commission uses these initial claims to develop the statewide cost estimate. '

Discussion . o
Reimbursable Activities .
The Commission approved this test claim for the following activities:

A Petition transmittal: pursuant to Education Code sections 35704 and 35707, subdivision (b),
that require the county superintendent to transmit a reorganization petition to the county
committee and State Board of Education (State Board). This requirement varies depending
on the type of reorganization action because only the new activity, not required under the
former codes, constitutes the higher level of service. The new activities are:

1. for new district formation, transmittal to the county committee;

2. for consolidation, i.e., formation of a néw elementary, high school, community college or
unified district by combmmg districts of the same kind, transmittal to both the State
Board and a county committee;

3. for formation of a consolidated high school district, transmittal to the State Board,
4, for annexation, transmittal to the county committee and State Board,

5. for transfers of component elementary districts to high school districts, or component
high school districts to community college districts, transmittal to the county committee;

6. for transfers of terzitory, transmittal to the State Board; and
7. for dissolutions of districts, transmittal to both the county committee and State Board.

School District Reorganization SCE (98-TC-24)
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B. Petition description: pursuant to Educatiori Code secﬁon 35705.5, subdivision (b), that |
requires county committees and superintendents to make the petition description, as
specified, available to the public and the school district govermng boards affected by the
petition.

C. Committee report: pursuant to Education Code section 35707, subdivision (a), that requires a
report by the county committee to include specified items.

Statewide Cost Estimate

Only county supermtendents of schools or county offlces of educanon part1c1pat1ng in school
district reorganizations initiated by voters or property owners (but not for those initiated by
school district governing boards) are eligible to claim reimbursement. Costs incurred on or
after July 1, 1997 for compliance with the manda,te are reimbursable. At this time, no
reimbursement claims have been ﬁled for this program.,

Under the existing mandates process, the amount of a statew1de cost estunate is reported to the
Legislature and introduced in a local government claims bill: Once the local government
claims bill appropriates funds for the initial reimbursement period, the program’s annual
statewide estimated costs are pldced in the State Budget.” Since there are fio claims on which to
‘base this statewide cost estimate, the Commission adopted-a statewide cost estimate of $1,000
for this program. Adopting this statewide cost.estimate will initiate the process for informing
the Legislature of the costs of the program and identifying the program in the State Budget.
However, if reimbursement claims were filed on this program, the amount appropnated in the
State Budget to fund this program would be. deﬁc1ent : S

Assumptions 4
The Commission made the following assumptions when adopted this statewide cost estimate:

] If this program were impiemented, the actual amount claimed would exceed fhe statewide
cost estimate because there would only be $1,000 appropriated in the State Budget to fund
the program.

. Any 1e1mbmsement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is andited and
deemed to be excessive or unreasonable. Therefore, the total amount-of rennbursement for
this program may be-lower than the statew1de cost estunate ,

School District Reorganization SCE (98'-TC-24)
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Adopted: July 29, 2004

STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE

Cahforma Department of Educa‘uon Standards-Based Accountabﬂlty Memoranda L
- Dated June 30,:1997 and April 15, 1996

Standards-Based Accountabili ity (98-TC- 10)
Sen Diego Unjiie__d_ School District, Claimant

Background and Summary of ’che Mandate S

The California Deparhnen,t of Edueatlon (CDE) memoranda dated June 30 1997,and .

April 15, 1998, require the State Board of Educatlon and the Supenntendent of Puplic-Instruction
to design, implement, and adopt statewide academically rlgorous ‘content standards in readmg,
writing, and mathematics to serve as the basis for assessmg the academic achievement of
individual pupils dnd‘of s¢hools, school disfticts, and thes California:édiication’ systein, On
August 29, 2002, the Commission on State Mandates (Comrmissioti) adopted the Statémetit of
Decision. determim'ng that the above-named CDE memoranda constitute new programs or higher
levels of service for school distriets within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6, of the
Californi "Constltutlon, and impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code
section 17 514, by imposingreporting, reqmrements on de31gnated school dlstncts to. address the
above CDE, requitements, .. -- - g :

The claimant, Safi Disgo Unified School Dlstlict filad the test claim oft Deeember 10, 1998.-

The Commission adopted the Statement of Decision on August 29, 2002, and the parameters and-

guidelines on May 29, 2003. Eligible claimants were required to file 1mt1al reimbursement
claims with thE State Contro]ler s Office (SCO) by rDecember 9, 2003 “The Comm15s1on uses ,

these m1t1a1 clalms 1o develop the Sta’cevnde cos’t estunate

Dlscusswn
Reimbursable Activities
The Commission approved this test claim for the following activities: |

For those districts scheduled for a 1997-1998 Coordinated Compliance Review, or otherwise.
specifically required by the state 1o, engage in these reporting activities: . S

o Comnpléte and submit to the stat by November 1, 1997 the District Asséssmént and ~
Accountabzlzty System Desciiption, to explam the mbasures and methods used by the
school distict in‘assessing individual student achisvetherit 16vels iri reading/language arts
and mathematics for the 1996-97 year.

» Complete and submit to the state by November 1, 1997, one form for each school in the
district; the 1.996-97 Student Achievement Summiary.School Report, to report the:
percentage of-all students in each school that meet-or-exceed the district-established

grade-level standards in reading/language arts and mathematics, and separately for : .. -
students served under each of the following specially-funded programs: Title I - Targeted
Assistance, Migrant Fducation, Lu:mted Enghsh Proﬁclent Speclal Educatlon, and/ or
Gifted and Talented.

. Standards-Based Accountability SCE (98-TC-10)

1595



For those districts scheduled for a 1998:1999 Coordinated Compliance Review:

¢ Complete and submit to the state by November 1, 1998, District Assessment and
Accountability System Description, to explaih the measures and methods uséd by-the
school district in assessing itidividual student achievement/levels in reading/language arts
and mathematles for the 1997-98 year. One of the measures used shall be the STAR
program.’

» Complete and submit to the state by November 1, 1998, one form for each school in the
distiict, 1997-98 Student Achievemeént Sunimary School Report, to report the Percentage
of all students in each school that mest or exceed the district-established grade-level. ..
standards in reading/language arts and mathematics, and sepa.rately for students served
under each' 6f the followmg spec1a]_1y funded programs! “Title I - Targeted Agsistarice,

- Migrant Educatlon Lmnted Enghsh Proﬁcleut Spec1al Educatlon a.nd/or G1fted and
Talented

Exceptiontor ezmbul sement fOI some. acz‘zvztzes by Title [ funded schools within dzsn icts
otherwise eligible f07 reimbursement above: e

- For Title I-fiindedschosls completlng the Student Achievement Summal . School: Report
for Codrdiniated Compliance Review years 1997-1998 and/or 19981999, an exception
to reimbursethent exists iindér Government Code section17556, subdrvtsmn (c). For
Title I'schools; reimbursenient is allowed for disaggregating the resultsfot Gifted and
Talented Education students, and for reporting on assessments for mote than one’ grade
in each of the grade spans 3-5, 6-9, and-10-12, but.not for any other act1v1t1es

Statewide Cost Estzmate

Staff rev1ewed the cIaJms data. submltted by the ela.lmants and compﬂed by the SCO; Staff made
the following assumptions and used the followmg methodology to develop a statevnde cost
estimate of this program. If the Commission adopts this statewide cost esttmate the estimate,
including staff’s assumptions and methodology, will be reported to the Legislature.

Assumptions
Staff made the followmg assumptions:

s Thestatewide cost estimafe is Baséd ofi43 claims filed by 41 school distticts.> The -
claiming data is unaudited and may be ihaccurate. Suminerville Elementary School
District (enro]lment of 474) filed reimbursement claims for $12,199 in 1997-1598, and
$12,692 in 1998-1999. However, a school district of comparative size fileda .. -
relmbursement claim of approxrmately $1,400.° In fact; a school district with enrollment

' The STAR paranietersiand guidelines provide reimbursement for activities related t6 reporting
STAR program results. STAR act1v1tles shall not be relmbursed under the Standm ds—Ba.s‘ed
 Accountabil zty program

2 Claimis data reported by the SCO as of May 19, 2004

3 Soulsbyvrlle School d1str10t with enrolh‘nent of 679 ﬁled a relmbursement claim for $1 447 for
the 1998-1999 fiscal year.

Standards-Based Accountability SCE (98-TC-10)
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20 times that of Summerville filed a smaller claim.*

¢ The actual amount claimed could significantly increase if late or amended claims are
filed, and could exceed the statewide cost estimate. Late claims may be filed for this -
program until December 2004, According to the California Department of Education,
between 250-300 school districts were required to participate in this program for fiscal
years 1997-1998 and 1998-1999. To date, only 41 of the 500-600 school districts have
filed reimbursement claims.

* Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable. Therefore, the total amount of
reimbursement for this program may be lower than the statewide cost estimate.

Methodology

o Staff reviewed the summary claims data provided by the SCO for fiscal years
1997-1998 and 1998-1999. Staff then reviewed the reimbursement claims to study
claiming data and possible trends. No trends were identified for this program.

o The proposed statewide cost estimate was developed based on the 43 unaudited, actual
reimbursement claims, '

¢ For the reasons stated above, staff only included $1,500 per fiscal year for Summerville
~ Elementary School District.

‘e There is a $1,000 minimum threshold for filing rehnbursemenf claims, Beaidsley
Elementary School District filed a claim for $956. Therefore, staff did not include this
claims data in the statewide cost estimate.

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes two fiscal yearsA for a total of $578,224. This
averages to $289,112 annually in costs for the state,

Following is a breakdown of estimated total costs per fiscal year:

Fiscal Year Number of Claims Filed Claim Totals
with SCO ‘
1997-1998 20 $308,760
1998-1999 . 23 $269,464
Total - © 43 $578,224

* Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School District, with enrollment of 9,543, filed a
reimbursement claim for $10,417 for the 1997-1998 fiscal year.

Standards-Based Accountability SCE (98-TC-10)
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Adopted: July 29, 2004

~ STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE.

Statutes 1997, Chapter 855
Statutes 1998, Chapter 846

‘Attendance Accounting (98—TC-26)

Campbell Union High School District,; Grant JointUnien High School District,
and San Luis Obispo County Office of Education, Claimants

Background and Summary of the Mandate

The test claim arose from enactments of or amendments to the Educatlon Code that added new
student attendancé reportmg requlrements for school dlstrlcts and county’ offices of educauon
On October 24, 2002, the Commission on State Mandates (Connmssmn) adop’ced 1§ Statement
of Decision finding that Education Code sections 2550.3 and 42238.7 impose costs mandated
by the state pursuant to Government Code sectionn 17514;.for the one-time activity for school
districts and county offices of education to complete and return a “Worksheet for Determining
the Adjusted 1998-99 Base Revenue Limit in Accordance with SB 727" to the Superintendent
of Public Instruction.

The claimant, Campbell Umon High SchoolDistrict, filed the test claun on June 29, 1999,
Subsequent amendments added Grant Joint Union High School District and San Luis Obispo
County Office of Education as co-claimants. The Comimission adopted ‘fhe Statement of
Decision ori O¢tobér 24, 2002, and the parametérs and guideliriés on July 31, 2003. Ehglble
claimants were required to file initial reimbursément claims with the State Controller’s Office

(S8CO) by February 3, 2004. The Commission uses these initial claims to develop the statewide
cost estimate.

Dlscussmn -

Reimbursable Activities

The Commissiofiagproved this test claim for the actual one-t]me costs for fiscal year 1998-99
for the following activities: v

A. School District Activities

~ Completion and feturn of the “Worksheet for Determj_ning the Adj usted 1998-99
Base Revenue Limit in Accordance with SB 727 to the Supenntendent of: Pubhc
Instruction. (Ed. Code, § 42238 7 ) ‘

Completion and return of. the “Worksheet for Determmmg the Ad_] usted 1998 99
Base Revenue Liimit in Accordance with SB 727" to the Superintendent of Public
Instruction. (Ed. Code, § 2550.3.) -

Statewide Cost Estimate

Staff reviewed the claims data submitted by the claimants and compiled by the SCO. Staff made
the following assumptions and used the following methodology to develop a statewide cost

Attendance Accounting SCE (98-TC-26)
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estimate of the program. If the Comrmssmn‘adopts ‘this statewide cost'estirnate the estimate,
including staff’s assumptions and methodology will be reported to the Legislature.

Assumptions A
Staff made the following assump’uons "

e The statewide cost estimate is based ¢n 25 claifns filed by 22 school districts and 3 county
offices of education. The claiining data is accurate; althbugh unaudited. !.

o The actual amount claimed could increase if laté or amended claims aré filed, and could
exceed the statswide cost estimate. To date, only 25 out of over 1,000 schiool districts and
county offices of education have filed reimbursement clau:ns Late clalms may be filed for
this program untll February 2005

le that late clmms W“l.not be ﬁle‘r‘ dfct’r fhis program. Accordlng to 2 SChOOl

d1strxct representatr\re no addmonal clauns_ y be ﬁled because
1. * . Theclaimantsprobably no longerhave the documentation to support
- reimbursement claims for fiscal year 1998-1999;. . co e
2. The dost to perform the réiffibursable act1v11y for many c1a1mants may not have met |

the réquiréd $1,000 cliim minifnfin®"

3. This is only a one-year program. School districts, particularly larger dlstrlcts, may
elect not to expend staff tlme to ﬁle for ren‘nbursement for g one-year program ‘

e Any relmbursement cla.lm for thls ,program may be reduced by the SCO if 1t is audrted and
deemed o, be excesswe or. unreasonable .Therefore, the total amount of rermbursement for- .
this program may. be lower than the state'wlde cost estimate:. .. . -

Methodoblogy : o, L g

. Staff reviewed the summary claims data provided by the SCO. Staff then reviewed rbe !
reimbursement claims to study claiming data and possible trends. No trends were v
identified for this program.,

. The-proposed statewide. cost-estimate-is based on the 25 unaudited, actual relmbursement..

claims.

Following 1sabreakdown of estimated total cost: R
Fiscal ‘Number of;| Amountof | Nuinber of | Amount of | - Claim: Totals -
Year . Claims | CQlaims. | Claims .Claims- | S

Filed by Filed by Filed by Filed by | - M I
School School | County | County
Districts Districts Offices of | Offices of
S " | ‘Education :© Education N
1998-1999 | 22 -~ |w-$43,913 | . 3. o $5;173 - $49,086

! Claimis data reported by the SCO as of May 19, 2004.

Attendance Accounting SCE (98-TC-26)
1600 '



Hearing Date: Septefiiber 30, 2004

ITEM 9
FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS .
~ PROPOSED STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE

Education Code Sections 47605, Subdivisions (i)(1) and (k)(3), 47605.5, 47607, and 47614
- Statutes 1998, Chapters 34 and 673
Charter Schools II (99-TC-03)

Los Angeles County Office of Education
.. and San Diego Unified School District, Claimants

Summary of the Mandate

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) has adopted two decisions related to the
Charter Schools program. On July 21, 1994, the Commission adopted its Statement of Decision
_finding that Education Code sections 47605 and 47607, as added by Statutes 1992, chapter 781,
requirenew activities related to initial charter school petitions and for monitoring and evaluating
the performance of charter schools pertaining to the revision or renewal of approved charters.
On November 21, 2002, the Commission adopted its Statement of Decision on Charter
Schools II, finding that Education Code sections 47605, subdivisions (j)(1) and (c)(3), 47605.5,
47607, and 47614, as added or amended by Statutes 1998, chapters 34 and 673, require new - -

activities that replaces the previously approved mandate in Charter Schools for a review process
for denied charter petitions.

The claimant filed the Charter Schools I test claim on June 29, 1999 The Commission adopted
the Statement of Decision on November 21, 2002, and consolidated the new parameters and
guidelines for the Charter Schools II program with the original test claim on December 2, 2003.
The period of reimbursement section of the consolidated parameters and guidelines states that
costs for Charteir Schools already claimed for fiscal years 1998-1999 through 2002-2003 are not
reimbursable. Eligible claimants were required to file initial reimbursement claims for Charter
Schools II with the State Controller’s Office (SCO) by June 1, 2004.

Staff reviewed seven actual claims filed by school districts and/or county offices of education for
fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2002-2003. Staff assumes that there will not be a significant
number of late claims filed because the cost to perform the reimbursable activities for Charter
Schools IT are minimal when compared to the costs already claimed for the original Charter

Schools mandate, and are less than the $1,000 minimum for filing an annual reimbursement
claim.

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes six fiscal years for a total of $206,595. This averages

to $34,433 annually in costs for the state, The following table details the breakdown of estimated -
total costs per fiscal year:
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. Number of .

- Fiscal Year Claims Filed Claim Totals
1999-2000 1 : 2,042
2000-2001 1 9,419
2001-2002 2 13,844
2002-2003 3 58,943
2003-2004 (est.) N/A 60,299
2004-2005 (est.) N/A 62,048

" TOTAL 7 206,595

. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the prdiaosed statewide cost estimate of $206,595
for costs incurred in complying with the Charter Schools II program, If the statewide cost
estimate is adopted, staff will report the estnnate ‘to the Leg1slature '
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STAFF ANALYSIS
. Summary of the Mandate

The Commission on State Mandates (Commlssmn) ‘hag adopted two. dec151ons related to the
Charter Schools program.. On July.21, 1994, the Commission adopted its, Statement of Decision
ﬁndmg that Educat;on Code sections 47605. and 47607 as added by: Statutes 1992 chapter 781,
require new activities related to initial charter school petltlons and for momtormg and evaluating
the performance of charter schools pertaining to the revision or renewal of approved charters. '

On Novembéi2T;2002, the Comiimission adopted it§ Staterdsit of Dékision on C'harier )

Schools II, finding that Educauon Eode sectiond 47605, subdivisions Q)(l) and (1{)(3) 47605 5,
47607, and 47614, as added or amended by Statutes 1998, chapters 34 and 673, reqmre new
activities that replaces:the prewouslyxapproved mandate in Charter. Schools for a review process .
for denied charter-petitions.. ; : : o :

The claimant filgd the Chirée Schools Ir fest claiti o June 29, ' 1999; The Commlssmn adop%ed
the Statement of De01s1on on November 2132002, and consohdated he Tiew paraineters dnd
guidelines for the Chéiter Sehools 1T progratit with the ofiginal test ¢laith oh' December 2, 2003
The period of reimbursement section of the consolidated parameters and guidelines states that*
costs for Charter Schools already claimed for fiscal years 1998-1999 through 20022003 are not
reimbursable. Eligible claimants ‘were required to file initial 1e1mb1.u sement claims for Charter
Schooly JI w1th ﬂne State Contro ller s Office (SCO) by .Tune 1, 2004

Discussion - o g
Reimbiuirsable Activi{iés
Charter Schools

Effective January 1, 1999, many activities from the original Charter Schools parameters and
guidelines were amended by Statutes 1998, chapters 34 and 673, and are reﬂeoted in the Charter
Schools II activities.

Charter Schools II ... .
A. Seéhool Districts .

1. Review charter school petitions for renewal that are submltted directly to the govemmg
board of the §chool*district tHat initially'denied the chaiteti! -Putiuant to Edudatioh Gode -
sectioti 47605; sibdivision (I)(3); the® petmon mitist be submitted } prior'to expu'aﬁoh ‘of the
chértet granted by the State Board oft Educaﬁon (Ed Code § 47605 subd (k)(S’) )

2. Notify the charter pubhc school of any v1olat10n of Educahon Code section 47 607 .
subdivision (b), ptisr-to revocation of & charter Piirsuant to EdvicationCode secfron
47607 subdivision (c); the schiool shall be glven atEasonable opportfiity td' tire the
violation, unless the authority determines, in“#iiting, that the violation constitites a-
severe and imminent threat to the health or safety of the pupils. (Ed. Code, § 47607,
subd. (c).)

! Bach renewal is for a period of five years.
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B.  County Offices of Education IR

1.

Review charter school petitions submitted directly to the county boaid ofeducation,
pursuant to Education Code section 47603, subdivision.(b): St e e

© a. When thie géVeming Bokrd of & schisol district défiles a chaftet sclicol petition #nd the

* chartét school petitionet ‘slibfitits the petltlon to the county bOard of educatlon
(B4 Code, § 47605, sibd: ()(1)2* o o

b. FoF oharter schools that ,wﬂl serve puprls for whom the county oﬂice of educauon
© would othervnse be responsrhle for prowdmg drreot educatlon and related services. .
(Bd Code §47605 5.) o : _

. Notify the charter publlc school of any violationof Eduoatlon Gode section 47607

subdivision (b), prior to revocation of a charter, Pursuant to Education Code!section

41

47607 subdiyision (¢); the.school shall be given 8, reasonable epportunity to cxre, the.

e authomty determmes, in wr1t111g, that the vrolatton oonstrtutes a.
severe and immment threat to the health or safety of the pup1ls (Ed Code § 47607
subd. (c).) ;. ' ) ;

.' . "

- Statewide Cost Estimate . e . L e

Staff reviewed sevet achial claims’ ﬁled by school d1str10ts nd/or county ofﬁces of educat1on for
fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2002- 2003.%" Staff made the following assumptions and used the'

following methodology to develop a statewide cost estimate for this program. Ifthe Commission-
adopts this statewide cost estimate, the estimate, including staff’s assumptions and methodology, o
will be reported to the Legrslature

Assumptmn

Staff madg the following assumptions:

The claiming data is unaudited.

The actual amount claimed will increase when late or amended claims are filed, and”

could exceed the statewide cost estimate. For this program, late claims may be filed. until -
June 2005

Slgmﬁcant ;numbers of late elaJms wrll not he ﬁled beeause the cost to perform the
reimbursable activities for, Charter Schools II are.minimal when compared to the costs
al_ready clarmed for ;the original, Charter Sahools mandate and are less than the $l 000
mmrmum for ﬁlmg an annual reunhursement clalm

The statew1de cost: estu,nate of thrs Jprogram w1ll increase if the number of oharter schools
increase,-the number of. charter schoel petitions filed in fiscal year 2004 2005, Increases
and/or the number of eligible claimants increases. :

> As amended by Statutes 1998, chapter 673. As amended by Statutes 1998, chapter 673, This
replaces the previously approved activity in the original Charter Schools parameters and
guidelines related to “Petition Appeals.” (Ed. Code, § 47605, subd. (j), as added by Stats. 1992,
ch. 781; replaced by Stats. 1998, ch. 673.)

3 Claims data reported by the SCO as of July 9, 2004,
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o The costs of this program will decrease 1f the number of charter schools declines and/or
the number of eligible claimants declines,

e Any reimbursement claim for this program may be reduced by the SCO if it is audited
and deemed to be excessive or unreasonable. Therefore, the total amount of
reimbursement for this program may be lower than the statewide cost estimate.

Methodology
1999-2003 Costs

The proposed statewide cost estimate for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2002-2003 is based on
seven unaudited, aptual reimbursemeqt claims,

2003-2005 Projected Costs

Staff projected totals for fiscal year 2003-2004 by multiplying the total on 2002-2003
reimbursement claims by the implicit price deflator for 2002-2003 (2.3 %), as forecast by the
Department of Finance, Staff projected totals for fiscal year 2004-2005 by multiplying the
2003-2004 projection by the implicit price deflator for 2003-2004 (2.9%).

The ploposed statewide cost estimate includes six fiscal yeals for a total of $206,595. This averages
to $34 433 annually in costs for the state.

Followmg is a breakdown of estimated total costs per fiscal year:
Table 1. Estimated Total Costs per Fiscal Year

. Number of .
Fiscal Year Claims Filed Claim Totals
1999-2000 1 $ 2,042
2000-2001 1 9,419
2001-2002 2 13,844
2002-2003 , : 3 58,943
2003-2004 (est.) N/A 60,299
2004-2005 (est.) N/A 62,048
| TOTAL 7 $ 206,595
Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statewide cost eshmate of $206,595
for costs incurred in complying with the Charter Schools II program.
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Hearing Date: September 30, 2004

ITEM 10

PROPOSED STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE
STAFF ANALYSIS

: o Statutes 1990 Chapter 423
Statutes 1995, Chapter 758

Education-Code Sectjon 67385
 Sexual Assault Response Procedures (99-TC-12)
Los Angeles Community College District, Claimant ..

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The test claim legislation requires the governing board of each community college dlstrwt to ,
adopt and implement a written procedure or protocols at Bach of their’ campuses ‘or facilities to
ensure that students, faculty and staff who are victims-of sexual assault receive treatment and
information. The statute specifies the minimum coptent of the written procedure or p1otocols

The claimant filed the test claim on June 21, 2000.The Conmnssmn adopted the Statement of-
Decision:on October 24, 2002, and the parameters and:guidelines on December 22003, Ehgxble '
claimants were required to file initial reimbursement claJms wruh the State Gontroller § Ofﬁce '
(SCO) by Ju.ne7 2004 : S T SR - B Co

introduced in a local government claims bill. Once the Tocal government claims bill
" appropriates funds for the initial reimbursement period, the program’s antual statewide
estimated costs are placed in the State-Budget. Since there are.no claims on which to base this. -
statewide cost estimate, staff recommends that the Comrmssron adopt & statew1de cost estimate
of $0 for this program. Adopting an estitniate of “0* will initiate the p process for informing the
Legislature that there are no costsfor.this program. -However; if reimbutsement claits are -

filed on this program by June 6, 2005, a deficiency.will be reported to the Legrslature by the ™
SCO.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statewide cost estimate of $0 for
“costs incurred in complymg with the Sexual Assault Response ‘Procedures program If the
statewide cost estimate is‘adopted, staff will report the estrmate to“the Leglslature
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STAFF ANALYSIS
Background and Summary of the Mandate

The test claim legislation requn-es the govermng board oﬁ each communrty college d1str1ct to
adopt and implement a written procedure or protocols at each of their campuses or facilities to
ensure that students, faculty and staff who are victims of gexual assault receive treatment and
information. The statute specifies the mifiimum content of the written procedure or protocols.

The claimant, Los Angeles Community-College District, filed the test claim on June 21, 2000.
The Commission adopted the Statement of Decision.on, October 24, 2002, and the parameters
and guidelines on December 2, 2003. Eligibié claimaiifs were requrred to file thitial
reimbursement claims with the Stdte Controller’s:Office (SCO) by June7, 2004, The
Commission uses thesg initial claims to develop the statewide cost estimate,

Discussion |

Rezmbursable Actwmes

A. Pohc1es and Procedures (One Tnne Actmty per Gampus or. Fac111ty)

The governmg ‘board of eack commtiity college district shall’ adopt atd nnplement at sach
campus or facility:written proceduré or-protocols to ensure to-the fullest extent'possibleithat -
students,-faculty’ or staffiwho are victims. ofisexual assault:committed on the grounds-orfacilities
of each institution, oron offscampus grounds or facilities maintained-by:the institutions, or ors -
grounds or facilities maintained by affiliated student organizations shall receivé tiatrhent.and: -
information. If appropriate on-campus treatment facilities are unavailable, the written

‘5('1’ )‘ r;«,;' :
or protocols he

(1) the college pohcy on sexual assault on, campus, e

(2) personnel ot campus 1o’ not1fy and procedures for not1ﬂcatron, W1th the V1ctnn 8 consent e

(4) serv1ces ava.rlable to the vrctnn and personnel to: prov1de nesponse services,such as- .
transporting a victim-to the hospital; referrmg_yrctuns, 10'a counseling, and notifying the
police, with the victim’s concurrence;

(5) a description of both on campus and off campus resources available to.the vigtim; - ..

(6) procedures for.ongoing case management, including keepmg the v1ct1m informed.of the.
status of student drsclplmary proceedmgs in connectlon with the assault the results of

......

stemmming ﬁom the sexual assault

(7) procedures guaranteeing confidentiality and for handling requests for ulforrnatlon from
the press, concerned students, and parents;

(8) procedures for informing rape and other assault victims of the possibility of criminal
prosecution, civil actions, the disciplinary process through the college, the availability of
mediation, alternative housing assignments, and academic assistance.
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The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for the increased cost of providing the
information described in the reimbursable activity identified above. If other information is
included in the written procedure or protocols, it is at the claimant’s discretion and is not
‘reimbursable. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is required to
incuir-as a result of the mandate. '

B. Update the written information contained in the procedure or protocols annually, if needed.
C. Training

Training to inform employees of the original and any subsequent updates to the written
procedure or protocols (see B. above).

Statewide Cost Estimate

At this time, no reimbursement claims have been filed for this program. Under the existing
mandates process, the amount of a statewide cost estimate is reported to the Legislature and
introduced in a local government claims bill. Once the local government claims bill
appropriates funds for the initial reimbursement period, the program’s annual statewide
estimated costs are placed in the State Budget. Since there are no claims on which to base this
statewide cost estimate, staff recommends that the Commission adopt a statewide cost estimate
of $0 for this program. Adopting an estimate of “0” will initiate the process for informing the
Legislature that there are no costs for this program. However, if reimbursement claims are
filed on this program by June 6, 2005, a deficiency will be reported to the Legislature by the
SCO.

Assumptions ‘
Staff made the following assumptions:

° Since the reimbursable activities are limited to the development and implementation of
policies and procedures, which does not include the activities to carry out those policies
and procedures, it is anticipated that most claimants will not meet the $1,000 per year
minimum filing threshold., Therefore it is unlikely that any claims will be filed on this
program. ,

o Ifclaims were filed on this program, the actual amount claimed would exceed the statewide
cost estimate because there would be no funds appropriated in the State Budget to fund this
program. . ,

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statewide cost estimate of $0 for costs
incurred in complying with the Sexual Assault Response Procedures program.
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Hearing Date: September 30, 2004

ITEM 11

PROPOSED STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATE
STAFF ANALYSIS .

Education Code Sections 44830.1, 44830.2, 45125, 45125.01, and 45125.2

Statutes 1998, Chapters 594 and 840
Statutes 1999, Chapter 78

California Code of Regulations, Title 11, Sections 700-708
Criminal Background Checks II (00-TC-05)
Napa County Office of Education, Claimant

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the Statement of Decision for
Criminal Background Checks I on March 25, 1999, the parameters and guidelines on
October 28, 1999, and the statewide cost estimate on May 25, 2000.

In 1998 and 1999, the Legislature enacted legislation which added or amended Education Code
sections relating to the following; criminal background checks of district employees, monitoring
or separation of employees of construction contractors who work on school grounds, sending
fingerprints to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), requesting from Department of Justice
(DOJ) reports of subsequent arrest for employees, and storage and destruction of criminal record
summaries. In December 2000, the claimant submitted a test claim alleging a reimbursable state
mandate for school districts for these specific new activities and costs.

The Commission adopted the Statement of Decision for Criminal Background Checks IT on
February 27, 2003, and the parameters and guidelines on December 2, 2003. Eligible claimants

were required to file initial reimbursement claims with the State Controller’s Office (SCO) by
June 7, 2004.

The SCO-provided unaudited claims totals to the Commission on July 9, 2004, Staff reviewed
this data and actual reimbursement claims to develop the proposed statewide cost estimate.

The proposed statewide cost estimate includes six fiscal years for a total of $262,599. This
averages to $43,767 annually in costs for the state.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed statewide cost estimate for costs
incurred in complying with the Criminal Background Checks IT program. If the statewide cost
estimate is adopted, staff will report the estimate to the Legislature,
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STAFF ANALYSIS |
Background and Summary of the Mandate S e

d1str1cts to obtain criminal baclcground checlcs on speclﬁed types of school d15tmct employees
School districts must also obtain criminal, background checks of employees of en’a i ,s_‘,t_hat
contract with the districts. Thé act also prolnlblts districts from émploying or retaunng"

temporary, substitute or probationary employées who have:been conV1cted of a ser1ous or V1olent

felony.

On March 25,1999, the Commission adopted: its‘Statement-of‘Decision finding thit the Crzmmal
Background Checks. I'test:claim imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program on school*
districts under article XIIT B, section 6 of the California Constitition and Government:Cod&+”
section 17514. The parameters and gmdelmes were adopted on October 28, 1999 ‘The statewide
cost estunate was adopted on May 25 2006 , :

In 1998 and 1999, the' Legislature enacted 1eg1slat1on wlnch added or amended Educat1on Code
sections relating to the following:criminal backgfound checks of district-employees, monitoring
or separation of employees of construction confractors who work on sehool, grounds, sending .
fingerprints to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), requestmg from De partment of Justice
(DOJ) reports of subsequent arrest for employees, and storage and destiuction of riiinal jecord
summarie§. InDecember 2000, claimiatity Napa County Office Bf: Educatlon, subrmtted 4

claim alleging a reimbursable state mandate for shool d1smcts for these spec1ﬁc new activities -
and costs. . e T

On Februaty 27 2@03 the Comrmssmn adopted it§ Statement of Dec‘fsion for th 16 ‘zmmal
Background Gresks IT tést clairy finding that Bdtication: Cods s6ctions 448301545125,
45125.01, and 45125 .2 cotistitiite new proprafs: or liigher levels 6f sefvice for schicol distficts
withih hié ' meatitig of ‘article XIII B} seétion 6, of the Califorhia Constitittiohy and ifpose costs
mandated by the state pursuant to Goveffiiigiit Code’ section 17514 for the‘followmg ‘act1v1t1es

' .
L v
IR RIS

s e

* communication w1th DOJ and 1elated act1v1t1es AR
* storage of DOJ documents | o
. destroymg DOJ mformatmn,

. requestmg the DOT to forward cop1es of non-cert1ﬁcated employees ﬁngerpnnt cards to the
- FBL

»  maintéisiing 3 list of the currenit niuriber of employees who have not completed the
requirements of Education Code sect1on 45125, with'the noted pup:l exceptmn,

s requesting subsequent arrest servies froth thé DOJ for cernﬁcated and no
pos1t1ons and

. takmg precaut1ons in dealmg Wltl‘l contractors

The Commission adopted the parameters and guldelmes on December 2, 2003 Ehg1ble
claimants were required to file initial reimbursement claims with the State Controller’s Office
(SCO) by June 7, 2004. The Commission uses these initial claims to develop the statewide cost
estimate.
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Discussion

Reimbursable Activities

The Commission: approved this test claim for-the folloWlng new: act1v1t1es

Mt AN ®eo

A, Commumcahon ‘with the De_r_sartment of Justree
(Stats. 1998, ch,’

. Complete DOJ “Contract for Subsequent Arrest Notification Service” to receive

4,

10: B, Code, §5 44830.1, subg. (& 45125, sube. ()

notification of subsequent arrests.

. Notify the:DOJ when the employment of the applicant is termmated ‘When the apphcant’ t

certificate is revoked -or when the apphcant may no longer renew or reinstate the
certificate. . : : e

Retiifh the subsequent arrest notification fothé‘ DOT aHY i : ¢ Distric
is no longer interested in the applicant for a person “ilendwn 1 HHE D1strrct otifora
person no‘longer employed by-the District, or no longer eligible to renew the dertificate -
or license. for-which-subsequent arrest notification:service -was established: . .

Notlfy the: DOJ rt' the apphoant is demed hcensmg or cert{ﬁcahon ‘

B. Stora Jge of Department of. J ustlce Documents

......

subd. (5(2). 45125,‘01 ‘subd, (r)(z), & 45125 "subd, (k)(2))

1.

Store criminal history records and reports of subsequent arrests received from the DOJ 6n
volunteers and current.and prospective employees. in.a locked file separateifrom other ..
files and accessible, 10, on,lyjthe custodian of records:: This;activity includes-the.costs .
associated with obtaining,separate storage for these.records. The storage method and P
how, long theurecords are kept.must be in eccordanoe with. how schogl-district reoords ofia-
similar nature are stored in the normal course of business. e e C

C. Destruction of Department of Justice Information
(Stats. 1998, ch. 840, Ed. Code, §§ 44830.1, subd. (n)(3) &45125 subd (1()(3))

L.

Destroy information received from the DOJ upon a hiring determmanon in aeeordance
with California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 708, subdivisioii (a); witich feqiiires”
that destruction of. crrmmal offender record information be carried.out so that the, 1dent1ty

. of the subj ect can no- longer be reasonably ascertamed or

Provide a W1tness ﬁ'om the sohool district to observe the destruction of the mformatlon .
when records estroyed outs1de the drstrrct

t Card

(Stats 1998, ¢k’ 840 Ed Code § 45125, subd (b)(3))

1. Indicate (check appropriate box) to request the DOJ to forward copies of non-certlfieated
employees ﬁngerprmt cards to the Federal Burean of Invest1gat1on (FBI) o

s !
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‘E. Mamtalnmg a List.of the Number of Current Emplovees
(Stats 1998, ch. 840; Ed. Code, § 45125, subd. (d) )

1. Maintain a list indicating the current number of employees who have not completed the
requirements of Education Code section 45125 (except for pupils employed in a
temporary or part-trme position at the school ihey attend).

F. Subseguent Ar:rest Service Requests
(Stats. 1998, ch. 840; Ed..Code; §§ 44830.1, subd: (1) &45125 subd (]))

1. Reguest. subsequent agrest servrce from the DOJ. for certificated and- non-cerhﬁcated
positiens, as necessary: : : :

G. Precautions Dealing with Construction Contractors
(Stats. 1998, ch. 840; Ed. Code, § 45125.2, subd. (a).)

. The activities listed in section IV. G. are not reimbursable to an entity prondmg
construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or repair services to a school district in an
emergency or exceptlonal situation, such as When pup11 health or safety is endangered or

when repairs are needed to malce school famhtles safe and hab1tab1e » (Ed Code § 451252,
subd. (d).) "

1. When contracting for constructioh, reconstruction, rehabilitation, of faclhty Tepair,
determme whether the contractor will have “limited contact™ with piipils.

2. If the contractor’s. employees will have more than limited contact:
" a. installa physlca,l bamer at constructlon works1tes at school fac111t1es or

b deVelop conh'act language that requnes the conh'actor to.install a physmal bamer ;
at construction worksites at school facilities or to contmually supervise: and.
monitor contractor employees (any individual serving as a construction employee
monitor or provldmg employee surveillance: must not have been conv1cted ofd
violent or serious felony):* v '

Statewide Cost Estimate

Staff reviewed 23 actual claims ﬁled by 6 school dlstncts f ﬁscal years 1999-2000 through
2002-2003.> Staff made the following assumptions and used the followihg methodology to
develop a statewide cost estimate of this program. If the Commission adopts this statewide cost

estimate, the estimate, including- staff’s assumptions and methodology, will be reported to the
Legislature.

Assumptions
Staff made the following assumptions:

° The claims data is unaudited.

' Districts must consider the length of time the contractors will be on school grounds, whether
pupils will be in proximity with the site where the contractors will be working, and whether the
contractors will be working by themsélves ot Wlth others. See Education Code section 45125.1,
subdivision (c).

? Claims data reported by the SCO as of July 9, 2004
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. The actual amount claimed w111 incresise when late ot amended clalms are ﬁled and’ could
exceed the statew1de cost estimate. Late cla1ms may be ﬁled for ﬂ‘us program until

° S1gmﬂcant hutibérs of lite clauns w111 not be. ﬁled begatise the cosf {o perform the ,
. reimbursable activities for Criminal . Background Chibcks 1T aré fintmal When compared o
the costs already claimed for the original Criminal Background Checks Imandate a:nd are.t
less than the $1,000 minimum for filihg an annual reimbursement claim.

o  Any reimbutsement claii for this programmay be reduced by the SCO if it i§ audlted gnd
deemed to be excessive or unreasonable. Therefore, the total amount of re1mbursement for
this program may be lower than the statew1de cost estimate. .

Methodelogy
1999-2000 through 2002-2003 Py o,recz‘ed Costs

s Staff rev1ewed“‘tﬁe,summary clams data prov1ded by the SCO’for ﬁscal years |
1999-2000 \tl;rough 2002—2003 Staff then rev1ewed the rennbursement claims to study

clalmmg data and possible trends. No trends were 1dent1ﬁed for this program.

¢ The proposed. statewide,cost estimate was developed ba_se,d,on_. the 23 unaudited, actual
reimbursement. clauns : . .

2003-2004 through 2004- 2005 Projected Costs .

o Staff projected totals:for FY 2003-2004 by muyltiplying the BY: 2002 2003 olaim total filed by
claimants with the ‘SCO by the 1mphc1t puce deﬂator for 2002-2003 (2.3%)), as forecast by
the Deparithent of Fiftance: StaFFp pro_] ectel =2005 b"“mulﬁplymg the
FY 2002—2003 clalms "td’cal by the’ unphc1t pnce deﬂator for 2003 2004 (. 9%)

The pr0pesed stdtew1de cost estlmate mc,‘ludesl 8ix ﬁscal years for a- Iotal of $262 599 This
averages to $43,767 annually in costs for the state. Followmg is a breakdown of estimated
total costs per fiscal year: :

[ Eiseal Year | Numberof | Amonntof _
N Claxms'Flled _ Claiis Filed .| :

. 917156922600 R R VS §Y
; N _,20‘0,0.:2,,0,6;‘,1.“ T .5. .\.» ‘ T T $39 338 i bt
' 2001520027 6 " $4455897

2002-2003 6 ' $46,382

2003-2004 N/A $47,449

~ (estimated) o .
2004-2005 N/A $47,727 |
estimated) ER

Total 23 $262,599 |

Staff Recommendatwn ¥

costs incutred in complymg with the Criminal Backg7 ound Checks 11 program . -
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APPENDIX B

Letter from Department of Finance
To State Controller’s Office,
Denying Request for Appropriation
Transfer and Deficiency Appropriation
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ARNOLD SCHWARZENEEGEER, HOVERNDOR

*F'I NANLCE
AliFoat A E STATE DAFITOL B ROOM 1 145 B SAORAMENTD OA R B5B14-4598 B www.OOF,DA.BOY
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR ‘ . ; "

o

RECE IVED

MAY

May 19, 2004 c 2 [] 2004 ‘

OMMfSSiON DN
Honorable Wesley Chesbro, Chair ‘ Honorable Darrell Stelnberg, Chalr
Jolnt Leglsiative Budget Committes Aeeembly Budget Commilttse
Senate Budgst and Flscal Review Commlttes "% | ¥ e &
Honorable Dedg Alpert Chalr i Honbrats udy Chu Chalr .
Senate Appropraetions Commlites.- ' -Assen’ibly Appropnaﬁone Cofimitge

Transmittal of Department ostlnanee Posltion on Deflmency Authohzation Requested
by State Controller’s Office. - cooe
Pursuant to the provrslone of Section 2700 &f ths' Budget Act of 2003 we are squlttlng ths
following Information. We have revisiel this attachsd requee’c submitted_.by the S’ca’ce R
Controller's Office (SCO) for.the-purpogs’ ef*eugﬁwen’uhg appropriat;en eqﬁeduiec{ in preuicus

. Budgst Acts and praviously-enattad-local govefnment manda’ce clalmetbills which the SCO ‘
Indicates are not sufficlent to pay élaiins reoeived dro e :
The SCO estimates a total deﬂclenoy of appremmately $1 7 b|II|on $682 3 mllllon for. 8¢ ool
districts, $49,1-million for communityicélieges, ant 410" bilign for Iocal egenclee) |n a dltlon
the SCO letter Indicates that thara 18 $34/3%3.ih UneXPerided-approftstion balatices ($23,313
for school districts and $11,000 for local agencles) related to various mandated programs from
pravious budget acts and local claims bills. Tha SCO requests that the unencumbered '
balances of these programs be transferred to those that are deficient to offset the averall
deficlency, resulting In a net deficiency of $1.73 billion. Government Code.Section 17613

- provides the authority for the shifting of funding among these appropriations. '

in light of the current fiscal situation, and consistent with the Administration’s proposal to defer,
suspend, or repeal all- mandates in 2004-05, we do not concur with the deficiancy request and
will send a letter notifying the SCO of our denial of that portion of their request. Deficlency
funding for these programs, Including any accrued Intarest, will be considered at a later time.
Simliarly, with regard to the request fo fransfer unencumbered appropriation balances to
deficlent mandate appropriations, we do not concur and will so notlfy the SCQ.
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Please call Kelth Gmelnder Prlnclpal Program Budget Analyst at 445~ 8913 lt you have any

" guestions,

DONNA ARDUIN ¢ e : ‘ ‘:"_: L -‘ H; ‘
Diractor R
Byoriginal Signed by: b

Mtchael C. Ganest

MICHAEL G. GENEST e
Chief Deputy Dirsctor - S

Attachment

{

cc: Honorable Richard Aekerman VlGS Chalr, Senate Budget arid Fiecal Revtaw Commtttee

Honorable Rick Keene, Vice Ghalr Aeeembly Budget Commilttea -
Honorable Josaph Dunn, Ghalr). SenateBudgstiand Fiscal Review Subcommittee No 4‘_ S
Honorable John. Dutra, Ch ik Aseembly Budget Subcommities N&. 4 ‘
Ms. Elizabsth Hill, Legislative Analyst (3) o
Mr: Danny Al Yare ,@tat{:ffipirecpr Senaie Budget: andFiscal:-Review Cemmtttee e
Ms: Anfis Malfiand, Statt Directar, Ssnate Appropriations Committes . 5~ " 7
Mr. Joff Bell, Ftecal Dlrector. Senate Republlt:an Flscal Ofﬂce n .

Ms. Diane.C ' Offlgg et
Mr. Chrletopjte

M. Peterte chigatsma; Staff Difactor Assambly Replblic

Ms. Julfe’ Sadls, bhtef of Staff, Aeaembty Repubttcan lLeaters @fﬂce
Mr. Cralg Cornett, Assembly Speaker's Offica (2)

Ms., Pauta Htgaetu«;gt;"—.\xeeuttye Qf{tper,@emmteeten o Slate: Mandatee
M. JohnKi ,[aah.;,-,..hie{,@ vislon, of: Aeeounting and:Repoerting, State
M. thoe’nt Brcawn Qh ot Offipar;Ste
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STEVE WESTLY
Oalsfornty Stite Contraller

May 3, 2004

Mr. Stephen W. Kessler
DcputyDlrcctor Opetations -
Dcpartmen,t of Finance

State Clapital, Room 1145
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: STATE MANDATED COST PROGRAM APPROPRIATION TRANSFER AND '
~ DEFICIENCY REQUESTS |

Dear Mr. Kessler;

In accordance with Government Code Section 17567, you are.notified that amounts o
appropriated for rcrmbu iement pursuant to section 17561 were insufficient to ﬁ.rlly pay -
the claims filed witl h 16611 regard to the state mandatéd cost:program. The
following is a prcpcsallto transfer funds from various ‘appropriations with unencumber ed

~ funds to those that are deficient and to request additional funds in the amount of ,

$1,731,492,609 ($1,000,204,578 for local agencies, $682,152,348 for school districts and

$49,135,683 for comfmitiity colleges) because of an overall appropriation deficiency (see
attached schcdulc “Appropriation Ttahsfer ahd Deficiency Requests”). Both the transfcr )
and deficiency requests are ncccssary fot this office to fully reimburse all clains filed by. ..

claimants, ,

The mandate program funding dcﬁc1cnc1cs are the result of deferred ﬁmdmg for. ncw ‘
claims received during the 2002-03, 2003-04 fiscal years and prior years insufficient
appropriations, These new claims mc;tudc 2001-02 late claims, 2002-03. actual cost
claims and 2003- 04 c, matcd claifis that are. i cxccss of'4vailable appropriation

| balancas X :
Additionally, payment of accrued interest is required pursuant to Government Code - .
section 17561.5 when paymcnt is made more than 60 days after the claim filing deadlme.
Dcferrcd fundmg for mandatc programs 1n01udmg requests for add1t1ona1 fundmg for o

£ 5
5 ¢
B
g
S,
u‘-'T
8

recommend that an estlmatcd atfiount 6f accrucd initerest be addcd tc ‘this dcﬁcrcncy

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Soeramento, CA 94250
SACRAMENTO 300 Capitol Mall, £ 1621). Sacramento, CA 95814
PHONE (916) 445-2636, . X (916) 322-4404




Mr. Stephen W. Kessler

May 3, 2004

request covering the period from May 1 2004 tp the effactlve date of the funding

legislation.

The following shows a summary of deficient appropriations by funding source:

Budget Item or Other

Local Ageney Mandated Coat Programs

2003-04 BudgatAct (Ch, 157/03)

2002-03 Budget Aot (Ch. 379/02)

200] -02 Budget Aot (Ch. 106/01)

2000-D1 and Prior Year Budget Aots

200} Loon) Qovernment Claims Bill {Ch. 723/01)

2000 Losel Government Claime Bill (Ch, 177/00)

1999 Local Government Claims Bill (Ch. 374/99)

1998 and Prior Local Government Claima'Bilt (Ch. 780/98)

Accrued Interest for Looal Governments . :
! Subtotnl

!

School Mandated Cba't?'Pr'o‘gra'fn‘s‘

2003-04 Budget Act (Gh,, 157/03)

2002-03 Budgst Aot (Ch. 379/02)

3001-02 Budget Aot (CH! 106/01) ‘

2000-01 and Pricr Budgat Auf ' "
2001-02 Eduoation Clifms Bl (Ch. F4301) i
2001-02 Bxira Session (Ch. 1XXX/02)

2001-02 Budgst Act (Ch. 106/01) Prap 58 Reappropriation
2000 Local Govemnmant Claimes Bﬂl (Ch Lra/oq).
2000-01 Budget Act (Ch, 52/00) Prup oR Reuppropnntlcn
2000 Education Trailer Billi{@h: 71/00) T

Accriled Interest for Schools o

‘
B

. Subtotal

Communlty College Mandated Cost Programs

2003-04'Budget Act (Ch. 157-03) -~ "
2002-03 Budget Aot (Ch 379/02). L.
2001-02 Budget Act (Ch. 734701

2000-01 and Prior Budgst ‘Atth

Accrued Inlersst for Community dulleg'eé N

Subtotal

Total -

5(1,731:526,927)
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$(1,731,452,609)

Sea Page of .
Attached
Spreadahast Tor
. Detall .

«

ML A AR R DR WN —

O TO Lo N 00 DO 0 DO O ~ITGy Wb

o v O W O oW

Appropriation  Appropriation Net Request
Balances Deficiencies '
$ 6,000. '3 (218879,034)  § (218:873,034)
" 3,000 (279,722,788) (279,719,788) -
2,000 (117,332,784) (117,330,784)
0 (131,564,285) (131,564,285) .
0 (215,367,502) (215,367,502)
0 (161,850) (161,850)
) (98,039) (98,059)
0~ (190,153) _ (19;.,15 3)
0 (36,299,123 " (36,809,123)
$ . 11,000,  5(1,000215578)  $(1,000{204;578)
$ 2,000 ¢ § (131,093,863) 8- (131,021863)
1,000+ ° (176{7993401) (176,798 401)
0313, G188 L (9),562,705)
©D .. (193,422,731 (193,422,721),
0 " (39,161,577 (39,161,577
0 0 )
0 0 0
0 © (128,060) (128,060)
0 0. 0
0 .0 0
.0 (50,057,021) (50,057,021) ¢
§ 23,313 §.16R2,175,661) v § (682,152,348)
. ST
"0 5 (9,433,821) (5433,821)
0 (15,229,178) (152229,178)"
0 - {5i4463183) ° (5,446,183)
0 . (17,020,966) {17:020,965).
0 (2, 005 535) (2,004,535) -
0 " (48,135,683) (4 D,135,683)
8 a3



Mr. Stephen W, Kessler -3- - May 3, 2004

It is my understanding that, upon notification from your office, the transfer of
unencumbered funds can occur immediately, Please acknowledge your instructions
below if you so approve. If there are any questions, pleass contact John Korach, Chief of
the Division of Accounting and Reporting, at (916) 327-4144. ' :

Sincerely,

(/M@W

. VINCENT P. BROWN
Chief Operating Officer

VPB:JAK:glb.

* Attachment

cc: ~ Richard Chivaro, State Controller’s Office
Marianne O’Malley, Office of Legislative Analyst

Paula Higashi, Commission-on State Mandates

. Upon receipt of this report,l the Controller’s Office is .instrﬁcted to immediately transfer
the fands indicated in this letter.

Department of Finance Authorization ' Date
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APPENDIX C

Letter From State Controller’s Office
To Department of Finance, |
Dated May 3, 2004, and

Schedule of Appropriation Transfer
and Deficiency
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RECEIVED

MAY 0 & 2oni

COMMISSION ON
STATE MANDATES ~ STEVE WESTLY

alifornte State Qontroller

' May 3, 2004

Mr. Stephen W. Kessler
Deputy Director, Operations
Department of Finance

. State Capital, Room 1145
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: STATE MANDATED COST PROGRAM APPROPRIATION TRANSFER AND
DEFICIENCY REQUESTS

~Dear Mr. Kessler: N
In accordance with Government Code Section 17567, you are not1ﬁcd that amounts
appropriated for reimbursement pursuant to section 17561 were insufficient to fully pay

-the claims filed with this office in regard to the state mandated cost program. The
following is a proposal to transfer funds from various appropriations with unencumbered
funds to those that are deficient and to request additional funds in the amount of
$1,731,492,609 ($1,000,204,578 for local agencies, $682,152,348 for school districts and
$49,135,683 for community colleges) because of an overall appropriation deficiency (see
attached schedule * ‘Appropriation Transfer and Deficiency Requests™). Both the transfer
and dcﬁ01cncy requests are necessary for t]ns office to ﬁ.llly re1mburse all claims filed by
claimants. ) :

The mandate program funding deficiencies are the result of deferred funding for new
~ claims received during the 2002-03, 2003-04 fiscal years and prior years insufficient
appropriations. These new claims include 2001-02 late claims, 2002-03 actual cost
claims and 2003-04 estimated claims that are in excess of available appropriation
balances. :

Additionally, payment of accrued interest is required pursuant to Government Code
section 17561.5 when payment is made more than 60 days after the claim filing deadline.
Deferred funding for mandate programs including requests for additional funding for
prior year deficient appropriations resulted in estimated accrued interest of $88,961,679
($36,899,123 for local agencies, $50,057,021 for school districts, and $2,005,535 for
community colleges), for the period July 1, 1996, through April 30, 2004. We
recommend that an estimated amount of accrued interest be added to this deficiency
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Mr, Stephen W. Kessler

" May 3, 2004

request covering the penod from May 1, 2004, to the effective data of the fundlng

legislation.

The following shows a summary of deficient appropriations by funding source:

Budget Item or Other

Local Agency Mandated Cost Programs

2003-04 Budget Act (Ch. 157/03)

2002-03 Budget Act((Ch, 375/02)

2001-02 Budgst Act (Ch, 106/01)

2000-01 and Prior Year Budget Acts

2001 Local Government Claims Bil1 (Ch. 723/01)

- 2000-Local-Govermnment-Claims Bill (Ch.- 177/00)

1999 Local Govermnment Ciaims Bill (Ch. 574/99)

1998 and Prior Local Government Claims Bill (Ch. 780/98)

Acorued Interest for Local Governments .
Silbtotnl

School Mandeated Cost Programs

2003-04-Budget Act (Ch. 157/03)
2002-03 Budgst Act (Ch 379/02)
2001-02 Budget Aot (Ch. 106/01)
2000-01 and Prior Budgat Acta
2001-02 Bducation Cledms Bill (Ch: 743/01)
" 2001-02 Extra Sssaion (Ch, 1XXX/02)
2001-02 Budget Act (Ch. 106/01) Prop 98 Reappropriation -
2000 Local Government Claims Bill (Ch. 177/00)
' 2000-01 Budget Act (Ch. 52/00) Frop 98 Renppropriation
2000 Edueation Trailer Bill (Ch.-71/00),
Acerued Interest for Schools
Subtotal

Community College Mandsted Cost Programs

2003-04 Budget Act (Ch. 157-03)
2002-03 Budget Act (Ch. 379/02)
2001-02 Budget Act (Ch, 734/01)" .
2000-01 and Prior Budget Acts
Accrued Interest for Community Colleges
Subtotal
Total

Appropriation Appropriation Net'Request
Banlances Deficlencies
5 6,000  § (218,879,034) & (218,873,034)
© 3,000 "{279,722,788) (279,719,788)
2,000 (117,332,784); (117,330,784)
0 -(131,564,285) (131,564,285)
0 (215,367,502) (215,367,502)
- 0 - - - (161,850)~ - (161,850%"
0 (98,059) (98,059)
0 (190,153) (190,153)
0 (36,899,123) .. (36,899,123) |
[ 11,000 §(1,000,215,578)  5(1,000,204,578)
B 2,000  § (131,023,863) 8 (131,021,863)
" 1,000 (176,799,401) (176,798,401)
20,313 (51,583,018) - (B1,562,705)
.0~ (1937422,721) (193,422,721)
0 (39,161,577) (39,161,577)
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 (128,060) - (12R,0G0)
0" T 0 ‘ T,
0 0 » 0
0 (50,057,021) (50,057,021)
) 23,313 § (6B2,175,661)  § (6B2,152,348)
0 5 (9433821) (9,433,821)
0 (15,229,178} (15,229,178)
0 (5,446,183) (5,446,183)
0 (17,020,566) _(17;020,966)
0 (2,005,535) - (2,005,533)
] " (49,135,6B3) (48,135,683)

$(1,731,526,522)

5(1,731,492,609)

[ 234,313
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Mr, Stephen W. Kessler -3- , May 3, 2004

It is my understanding that, upon notification from your office, the transfer of
unencumbered funds can occur immediately. Please acknowledge your instructions
below if you so approve. If there are any questions, please contact John Korach, Chief of
the Division of Accounting and Reporting, at (916) 327-4144.

Sincerely,

' i
VINCENT P. BROWN
Chief Operating Officer
- VPBUJAK:glb
Attachment - - S .
cc:  Richard Chivaro, State Controller’s Office
Marianne O’Malley, Office of Legislative Analyst

Paula Higashi, Commission on State Mandates

Upon receipt of this report, the C,ontro]l‘er’s' Office is instructed to immediately transfer
the funds indicated in this letter.

* Department of Finance Authorization . ‘ Date
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APPENDIX D

Test Claims Pending
| Before The
Commission on State Mandates
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Stats Controller's Offcs
Dlvialon of Ancounting snid Reporfing - Stats Mendated Cost Programs
Sohedule of Appropiaflan Transfer and Deflolency Report -

Itam, Beallon, or Otiae Program Nema frttaf m:nuaw EBeglnning  Expsndlturds ©  Appoprision  Uppeid  Unpald Clolme  Appropriztion >uuHE_=__n= >unEﬂq_u=a= Hat Raguast
’ - Appripitiaiion Fund Balsnos  Merch Cigms  InDoflar  Bal and A
Balanoe July 31, 2004 Quanlly (Dafojondlas)
N 1, 2003
8! Auanelas .
003-04 Budigat Act (Ch, 157/03) : .
Itsm 1880-285-0001Ek1a Parsonnal Buard Ch 48578  Pascy Dffiosrs Prasadurel BU of Hights 1400 1,000 0 1,000 162 18,138,451 (18,137451) 0. (18,137.451) (18,137,461)
Itern: 22402850001 Deparimeint of Heslng and Cammmity Osvelopmsnt Ch 1143m0 ReplanelHousing Nead D 1,400 1,800 o 1,000 4 428,385 (426,285) -0 (425,286) (425,286
Llam 2660-285-6042 Depebmant of Transpartation Ch B44md  Alrpot Lend Uss Commlsalons [Plans 2508 2,000 [} 2,000 [} ] 2,000 2,000 o 2000
llam 38302050001 Dapartran of Pastialds Rapual Ch 120088 Pasticida Ues Reporis 1,800 1,000 [} 1,080 1 © 24,500 22,500} 0 " (22,600) (22,500}
fiam 42802850004 u%eﬁ_é af Health Sarvioes Ch. 1088/68 AIDE Basroh Waranis 1,400 1,000 1] 1,000 2 784BE) ~  (783.85M) 0 [783,BEA) - (783 B68)
Itam 42602850001 Deparimank F Haallh Sarviass Cf 1028t  ModkCal Banafinlary Basth Nofioss™ 1,000 1,000 D 1,000 2 11,00 (10,801 -0 (1o;001) {10,001)
tesm 42802850001 Deparmant of Hualih Barvioes Ch @82 Paclfo Besch Safsty 4,000 1,000 D 1,000 3 166,678 {185.878) 0 {185,878} (186.675)
Ilem amﬁhur_ns Departmant niuas mnqs&m Ch. " 180380 Perinats! Bervioss 1,000 1,o00 o 1,900 i 1,886,808 (1,864,808) ] (1,804;808) (1:994,808)
tem ﬁEEE._E_ Dag Gh, . 130480 Consarvalgmhis: Developmantally Diseblad Adulls 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 12 134,804 {133,884) a (133,894) (138,884}
flam 4310-265-0001 Depayi f ‘Ch, 884776 Davalopmenially Disnblad: Altomsy Barvinss 1,900 1,000 D 1,000 [ 178,444 (176444} 0 [175.444) {176,444)
Itam s.EPEEA Ev».w:iuﬁuegg Eapvlass Ch 844/80  Judiolsl Procesdings 1,000 1,000 (] 1,000 1 67,828 (88,828) a ~(8H,928) (88;926)
tam am._nhmm.uun_ D 7 Ch. 1253BD Msnially Rstardad Dafendents: Divarsion 1,800 1,000 ] 1,000 8 14,010 {13,010) ] (13,010} (13,010)
llan 4450285000 Dapariméind of Manis! Hasll: Ch. 48877 - Commers mEEﬁE___E 1,000 1,000 D 1,000 10 83688 - (82,588} [} (82,588) {B2,EBE)
Jlam 44ED-355 004 Deparimant of Ments! Heglih Ch 10378 Mentally Djsoriersd Aex 0 £ Extd. © 1m0 1,000 [ 1,000 -4 01,198 {60,1g8) i (o0,188)- .. (50,1889}
liam 4450-206-0001 Deporiant of Metta] Heallh Ch, 11478 zama_z m< mEE: of naznlly I 1,800 1.000° 0. 1:00 2 1,357,400 (1,388,400 0 (1383 400)  (4,386,400)
ltern 445028551004 s ¢ o Mantel Hesith Ch. 174784 8 4,000 1,000 0 1060- - 25 114867855  (114,868,855) o {114,B6B865)  (114.B6E:AHE)
liam 4450-205.000H taf Mantal Haalth ch 654m8 SEDP; Q?&.ms.m danlsf Heallh Bervizsa 1400 1,000 o 1000 20 23,138,202 [23,137,202) 0 (23,187209)  (ZAS002)
tiam 4450-285-0001 uaa.ﬁaazzﬁ_ Heslth Ch, 7E/mS . EeXVinlnl Predain 1,000 1,000 0 1,606 25. 10771686 (10,770,56) o (107mE85)  (10,770,835)
Narm E:280-265.001 Dapartmnt of Conofians - Hesqurers Ch, 8@  PrinnarForsnlsl Rights 1,000 1,600 [ 1,000 15 1,744,558 {1,743,5658) 0 (4,743 558) (1,743558)
Il=m 5430-286-0001 Boand n.hgaﬁaa Ch. 224B3  Domestlo Vislanss T Program Af 1,000 1,000 0 1.000 ] [ 1,000 1,000 ~ e 1,000
flam 5430.205-0001{ Bogrd gt Cofféialons ch igm2  DomeslloViclanwa Trasimant Beviass Auth &Gass Mgt 1,000 1,000 b 1,900 95" 2437183 {2,458,153) i} £2.138,163) (2,138,153)
lsm 7350-285:0001 Daparimant of indusidal Relallong ch 1E83/m2 Firefightars’ Dencer Presttmgon 1,000 1,000 0 1000 - 38 - 874,728 {a7a,728) ] (87a,728) (873,728)
ltam TR 395.0001 apatiian, o fnclastiad Reations Ch 171189 Pesos Olftoars’ Canaer Presamplian 1000 1,000 0 100" 2 77430 (878430} o, -{avEAd) (878,420}
ttarn 8405550001 Offop of Gfiel Juatios Planning Ok 414/85  Crime Vsime’ Righta 1,000 1,000 [} 1,000 10 218418 (316418) o . @63 - @16A1Y)
tar S100.355 B0 Oty of Outial Juston Plarmdog | . Ch, ' 124ge2 Threats ApalatPasoe Ofisers 1000 1,000 0 14ion 0 0 1000 1,000 o 1,000
ttarm 81205550001 Qomynlsplih on Paans Offser s and Tralning ol 24ams  Domesty Violenhs Ameal Palides nd Standarda 1,000 1000 0 {ind" - 276 4,378,981 4.375491) o @argdell~  (437EA81)
llam £150-29-00D Baneyal Tax Rallal cit ‘8s7mz  Allbcalion of Properly Tax Revenue 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 28 ~ 286,188 (284,188} 0 - (284,189) (284,188)
e 5100255-00 Gerati] TeF Rallal Ch, 82187, Oagmiywids Tax Fiatex : 1000 1,000 D 1,000 2 135,85 {134 165) o (134,185) - {134,188)
ttem S100EE5-0004 muﬁi.s.mn__z th 134277 Banlor Ollzens' Propsity Tax Defara! 1,000 1,000 | 1,000 a8 238,677 {237.017) a - (237.077)+ (2a7.077)
ihorm S210-285:D00 Lonal Govaiment Finanaing Ch’ 48676 Mandats Reymhumement Process 1,800 1,000 o 1600 STZ- 3574288 (3.873,288) o [@.B72288) - [2:873,268)
Mt R2157255-500{ Loos} Bovernmant Finansing . Ch. {138Mm3 Open Masiing Act /Brown Act Rafom 1,000 1,000 D 1000 488 9,643 5m3 {B,642,583) ] {8,542,583) {B,5642,583)
Ch BB/ Repe Violim Cowseling Genter Notinse 1,000 1,000 o 1,000 B3 188,685 {185,288) D {18E,888) {3B5,588)
Ch, 42@R/78 Child Ahduniio and Reoovary 1,000 1,000 [ 1,008 26 13,802,831 (13,602.831) 0 (13502831)° - (12802,531)
Ch 7ym8  Auseniss Biols 1,000 1,000 o 1,800 48 7,118,018 [7.197.018) [ .17, 35 ]
. Ch, "HEy/E8 E.u:unmzmm.__ag - . 1500 1,000 ] 1,00° [} ] 1,000 1,000 4,300+
flam 0BSI-255. 0001 Bamatary of Staia Oi. 1422m2 Povmmnint Absentes Volss 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 23 1,230,181 {1.228,181) o :.nB.._w: - (1,228,181)
llom 0BB0-285-0001 Searatary of Slata Ch 70476 ValsrAsglstralion Brosadimes - 1,000 1,800 0 1,000 [ 1 1,000 1,000 1,000
083-04 Budgat Act (Gh. 167/03) Tot! .. 38,000 38,000 0 I 1868 BS54 RIGEA sO00 (216, Em.__ﬁ_ B0
s_n_m.hu_ Buygigat Act (Ch 7802 \ .
8B0-255-000 Sista 159_2_ Board Ch. 48678 Poeoa Ofiodrs Propadural 81 of Rights 1,800 1,000 :f:x ] 7 208 29,650,168 (28,850,161) 1] (29,880,181} (28,650,151)
“MH wMFEwEE Deparimisnt of Housing Bnd Commmuly Develsproant Ch- 1idafn il Houstng Nead D \ 1000 1,000 0 1000+ 168 3,534,250 (3,533,260) ~ -0 (3.E33,260) - (3,533260)
iy ﬂ% W.Baa_i o Traaspartation Ch” 84414 Aot Land Uss Commlasions /Plens 280 2,000 D 2,100 1 1,550 (1,550} o (1,550} (4.550)
o 3645 506 0001 ..%u%_m_p ow_“aﬁss.a Fira Protsclinn Ch. 11882 Vary High Fire Hrard Bavarlly Zonea 1400 1,000 o8 1200 17 178,185 {177.185) o (477486 {177.485)
Rem 4280 285-G001 D o n&a& Ch. 12n0@8 Pasiiuds Uks Reporis - 1000 1,000 1,000 B 3= 167,487 {157 48T} o [16745T) _ {457 ABT)
o 4 0 %n%_na 2:&5 EE - Ch. 1088/88 AIDE Seamh Werants 1.000 1,000 1,000 a- 18 - 1,265,827 {1,256.827) 0 {1,266,827) =~ (1,256,827}
P ﬁa&fsu u%@_sa.u sl Sarvinan O 15S7HE AIDE Tesfiig 1,000 1,000 a 1,000° 10 Eenaty @817 D m18817) {818,817)
e 4 Deparmanl T Hoelh Servicas Ch b1 Med-Col Bereiclay Daath Nolines 1,000 1,000 1,000 o 4 . mzm 120,263) 0 {20253) {20.253)
larm 4280-265-0001 Department of Haslth Sarvioss Ch €152 Fado Banth Befaty 1,000 1,000 1.000 o 8 2852 [232.862) b ([IEER) - (222862)

Paga 1078

1633



. Stats Confroller
Divislan of Anosunting and Reporting -
Scheduls of Appropristion ._._.m:m_m e

Itam, Saclan, or Dthar Program Nama

‘ated Cost Programs

. ~ficlanoy Report

_==Emﬁ_um" Baginning  Expondltwns  Approprision  Unpald :_._E_E Clalms >nuHE._E_n= >uvau1 =u= >_u_u..uu1m=n: Naot Requiesl

' Apgropriallan Fund Balapce  Meroh  Clalme In Doliars
Balancs July. 31,2004  Quenly {Dafials ._nE_ .
R 1,2003
2m 4260-285-0001 Daparimen af Halth Bervinas Ch. 16D3D Pavinklel Barvias T 1,000 1,000 858 1 10 2,487,867 (2487868} 0~ (L4B788E) (2487 BeB)
2m 4250-285-0001 Daparimant of Haetih Barviocy Oh OESES  SMS Aulopsy Pmioools 1,000 1,00 1,000 [} 31 858,853 {858,653) L) (866,653) (858,663)
2y 4280-285-0001 Deparimant of Heslth 8snvbes G 46474 6IDS Nolims 1,000 1,000 ) 1,000, .n 1] 1,000 1,000 [i} 1,000
2m £280-225-0001 Deporimant of Hoalts Sandnas . ch 111188 5IDS Tralning for Frofightars 1,000 1,000 [ 1000 2@ 7338 . (72319 0 [72:318) CEI I
sm 4250-285-0001 Dspertment of Hanlth Bervices Ch. 2681 BIDS: Cuntaat By Lncal Hesllh Offiners 1,008 1,000 1,000 o 28 402,887 {4D2867) o {403,367} (402,887)
sm 4310-285-1001 Deparimant of Davelopmenta! Bandoas Ch, 120480 Conmewalombly; Devalopmantally Disabled Adults 4,000 " 1,0m0 1,000 0 12 127,317 {21 T 0 (23 (121317) .
um 4310-285-0001 Deperimant of Devalopmental Servioss Ch BB475  Developmentaly Disabled: Alttmey Bervinsa 1,000 1,000 1,000 [} 1 538,278 {338,275 o amm.ﬂe {38 278)
s 4310-286-0001 Departmant of Devalepmantal Sarvioag Ch. 84480 Judinlsl Proceerdings 1,000 1,000 1,000 [i] 1 85,008 (85008} a Gm_EL (66,00}
1m 4310-286-0001 Daparimeni of Devalopmanta) Baninan Oh 125180 Uentelly Relarisd Defendants: Divaring 1,000 1000 1,000 D . -8 12,342 (12342) o " (1239 (12342)
xm 4450-285-0001 Depsrimant of Menta! Haslih Oh  4oBAT  Coronss Responsflfiia 1,000 1,000 1,000 ‘n 1 8,670 (78.570} o (a5 (78:570}
s 4450-285-0001 Dapsriniant of Mantal Haelh - oh 1388 Mentally Disordamd Sex Ofandams: Exid. £ 1000 1,000 1,000 2 a 88,448 (80,448) o {Bg,448) (887448)
sm A4450-285-0001 Depurtmant af Mantal Haslh G 1114770 Mot Gullly By Rezson of insanty U 1,000 1000 .0 1,000 ;|- 220031 [2.188.214) o 2183314) - (2186214).
«n 4450-286-000H Daparimant-of Mentel Haalth Ch. 17474 Barvaes in Handiospped Sturisnts 1,000 1,000 1,600 D 32 E.EEB {122,618,187) 0 aum.m..m.ad (122,516,187)
m 4450-285-0001 Deparimant of Mantel Haslth ch, 854G SEDP: OubofStats Mantsl Hasllh Servioes 1.000 1,600 1,000 ,0 . 3% 21,618,821 (21,618,821) (1] .u_.m_n.mn: {21!518,821) B
1m 44a0-205-0001 Depariment of Mants! Hesllh Ch. 78275 Bax Vinkamt Predaiom 1,000 1,000 0 ioon . 8B 12832857 {12831867) ° o (12834850 :Nmﬁﬁa.
um 5200-205-0004 D tof th Head Ch. A208{ Prisonor Parenial Fighia 1,000 1.000 © 1,000 0 2y - N»E.E (2,280,883 o - n.nmpeﬁ {2.260,683)
amau?»mméun»moﬁnﬁgus o - A SEEE - o 1,000 1,000 o 1 nln._._a . 0. - 1.000 ipoo - . 1000,
1m 54302881001 Baand bf Gorraallons - Ch, ‘{1Bama> uﬁseszﬂuqamgmzsﬁ%nﬁ gsa 1,000 1,000 1,000 . i 80 Nmumi Y [2BTBRed) 0 . (A zmme {2576,284)
A Oh " 1BBE/R2 m.%zﬁggﬁ_ 4,000 - 1,000 -1,000 1] a2 4486231 (4A86221). o aimm.ﬂ.m zxmmmw.s :
Oh. {17189’ Pisos Offgers’ Canar Pragumption 1,600 1,000 1,000 - 0 2 A6 (1.728,208) 5 o ,728,208) . znﬂua
Gh. ’ 41185 Crlma Viallmet Righta’ . 1,000 1,000, _ipan 0, M qoBAE6 ' (ADBEE) - [} BE) - -
Ch. 424882 Threala Agalnat Peuon Ofigars 1,600 1000+ a - 10oh, 2 L ABTBT {7,787y o
ch “24am6 @.as_naasaaﬁgn&seﬁmaaa& 4,000 1,000 g79. 21 362 sss3EE0 0 [BARDERE) o
ém._ua.ﬁﬂa_maﬁgqﬁmnﬁ_ ch CearER Eﬂsaﬂ_ﬁeig .« 1po0o-- 1000 - [ 1000 “. 38 atdaos. - (12208 o
ém._n_o.mg Gianeril Tax Refial - Oh,  G2U87 'Cotmtpwids Tex Rates- E 1,000 1,600 . 1000, 0. 23 187,868 (167,858) ~ o
1m 8100-285-T001 Bemire! Te Rellsf ch 128277 Banlor Clizans' Proporfy Tex Delarel "1 1p0n [ 3. 38 226 62 (225,800) o
1 9240-285-0001 Lons! Bovemmant Fnsnoing Ch. 48876  Mandsla Relminsssment Frooass 1,000 1,000 ‘B4 08 67 . 88E0AN {6,248,805) 0
ROV ch. ‘1138m3 Ing ActJ 1800 4,000: i 1000+ 12 14818884 (14817884} o
ch " 8Bamd > F 1000 . 1000% ] 1000 B2 .. C2E0q3Y . paiony o
Ch;. . 1388/78 1,000- - 1,000 - BeER 1 4 *ﬂmm_ma {18,166,848) 0"
ch 1omm” 1000, 1000 - 0 1000, 268 28Aledz  (2RsA@AZ) g : .
angmﬁ‘uﬁﬁﬁag Ch 33rmD’” 1 4000 1000 . o 184 | E@mD - (523840) © o 23840y’
1m OBG0-205 0001 Bamfoy ol Stala. . Ch TTTE 1,080 - 1,000 o 1m0 - TR 2ImIM (122 T ' :u.mﬂuss (12221374}
im OEO0-285-0001 Bacatery of tata | ch. 3u1ms " E 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 o B {;pht 100 - < 4,000
v 0BB0:2095-0001 Bacretary of Stats” Gh 14z2mE 1,800 1,000 - D *4,000;. s, dgsmpoz.  (EERTm) o :.E.E (1,888,702)
wn 0B90-206-0001 Seomaiary of Blaka Ch. -T04G - 4,000 - 1,000~ [ RIS mE.u;; (RO2.21B) [ (@Ea2318) {edz.age).
um DEEN-205-0001 Bints Tragsurar . ch. TBAME 1.000 1,000 678 .24 477 BO4BA% {6,048,104) ] 8.046,104) - (a040.104)
-3 mEEEB__.HEe.:_E . B ZoO0- 47,000 Z7,042 iBSES  ADUR  Z7B.TARTAR (ZVTIBTER) 3,000 Em.aﬁ_ma. [276.718,788)
02 Bucigof Act (G 108Y)__ ’ - - . = :
im 2240-285-0004 u%mssaa:s&ama Eﬁaiqmmﬁwuama Ch 1143m0. :aamnzu.n d 850,000 ¢ - o S a7Sess  (a7STaz) o a,n:ams (@3.737,25)
um 2650-285-0(42 Deperment of T e o000 2o 0. 2o, G I 2.0 20m 20m ;
un 3540-285-0001 Daparimen? 6 2nd FfE Protaalion 8,000 o D 0. 1 R {68,162) 0 {8, ﬁ. (58,1E2).
232,000 0 o ] 3. 112,386 (112,385} n {112,365); {112,365)
28,000 o [} [ 12 374,200 {ar1,200) o {&71,200 (371,200)
1,281,000 [} 0 D. 17 22331 [@z231) g @2.331) (32331}
103,000 o o 0 a0 74 (7438) o . @A) . (1438
73,000 o a q T . 13y0s (131708, ] “1131,705) {131,708)
2,772.000 [} o . 8 - 424,810 {424,818) o, 424519) (424518)
1,820,000 o - [ 0 an 348407 (348,487} o (348,457 ‘@48 4a7)
3g8.0mn o 0 0. 0. 0 : 1] .o b - ]

' amﬁrwmmgs nﬂﬂ__-sa .._._._B____mnz_nmu
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Siats Controller's Ofilca
Divislon of Accouniing end Reporling ~ mn&m Mendated Cost Programs
Sohadule of )nvawnmzuz Transiafand Dafidlsncy Repord -

ttsm, Bkation; ar Other ) . Program Nama Intia] Budpst Inn p 3 App Unpald Unpald Clalms  Appropriution >E"5un_._==n= >wu3n1u=n= Nol Raquest
) Approprialion Fund Bolanoo March GCisma I Dollers { and
Balanoa July . 31, 2004 Quanlty {Dallolannlas)
1, 2003 . . e ..
Itam 4280-285-0001 EEEE;E:EE Barvinss Ch. 11110 EIOB Training for Firefighters 117,000 0 0 [1] 28° 74,038 (73,038) o - [7apo8) . {12.838)
Itam 4260-285-4001 u._..i_a_:_ 6f Hoallh Bervdozs . Ch. 26a/m@f 5I08: Contact By Looal Hasllh OFicers 335,000 0 0 [ pric} 167,608 (167,508} 1] (167.608) (167,608)
ttam 4240-285-0001 Deperimant of Davelopmants) Senies _Ch  1304/80 Consarvalorship: Davelopmantally Diseblad Adults 103800 0 ] D " 26,824 (28,824 0 (28,824) (28,824)
Itewn 4310-285-0001 Dapesimpnt of Devel Ciu 83476 Devalopmentally Olsshisd: Aliimey Servioas . tagna0 0 D 0 12 160488 *(160,488) a (150,488) {160,468)
Hlsrn 4310835 0001 Dprt of Dave Ch B4Y/HD  Judinlel Prousecngs © praAm 0 [i] 0 i 73010 (73,010 o {73,010) [73.010)
tiem 42102550001 u%w%_i a_u_.ﬁ.aag_m_ Sarvioas Ch, 12530 Menially Relardad Defandents: Diverslon {07,000 [ [ o’ a 0 - o - 0 o - D
ttarn 4460285 0031 Depertai] of Mental Hazith Ch. 48877  Coronwb Responsiblilles : 110,000 0 0 o 0 ' 0 0 0 [
ltam tm?mmm.unﬁ asgazu:ﬂ Heslth . CH 10357H Manialy Disnmdered Bex O Ertd, & ! 185,000, 0 0 0 5 146,131 (146,131) ] (148,131} (145,131}
liam 4450-295-0001 Deysrbmant of Mnta! Haslly Ch. 144478 Nal Gully By Reasan af Insanity I 308,800 0 0 0 a3 {318,722 (1,318,722) ] (1.218,722) (1.318.722)
flar 4450-285-0001 Dapiiygint g Mentat Healll Ch, 1747B4 Bervioos I Handicapped Bludenls . 11,738,000 D 0 0 s0°  g0g2B7E3  (BD.g2A733) 0 (80828737  (80,929,73)
fta 44am-2550001 Depaiant uia_a_ Hazlin : Ch, 762ME  Eax Vidiant Pradatoms 148,260 0 D o' I 836410 (8225410} 0 8226410  (BA2E410)
s G280-258-0001 Dig - Headq Oh E20m1  Prisoner Parents Righis : 1,958,000 0 0 v s 1,138,775 (1,033,778} 0 (1.0a3Trey (1038776
ltem 5430-385,0001. mﬁa au%%u - . * Bh 2283, Domsgls Viclsnon Trasiman Propram Approvelx TR0 - 0 [ [ i 0 [ 0 L o
Jlom 5430-385.0001 Bodid of BBradlians ¢ - } ch. 1Bim2- Donisalio Violenoe Treatment Bervioes Auth.808s8 Mgrit 1,004,000 0 n 0 28 1,745,287 [1,745.287) o (1,745,287) (4,745,207) -
Itam 7360-285-0001 Dapertmant of industdal Relaficns Oh. {5asmz Firsfghlers' Cenoer Presumgtion 748,000 0 o [ 63 3,007,028 {3,007, D [3,007,028) {3,007,026)
lism 7350-235-0001 Oggtarit of Indutsirlat Relatinns Ch. 1174/ Peans Offaars® Qanosr Prosumptian 748,000 [} 0 0 43 1,865,248 (1,856,249) i (1,566,248) (1,865,248}
itsm 84005355501 Ofize in.EE dmiizs Planning Oh 414m5 " Crime Victims' Righls f28,000° o ] 0 10 86,77 {B5,727) o (8E: #S (66,727)
teim_A700-285-0131 Ofisn of Crtinins! Juniion Plarming . Ch. 124Hm2 Thmats Ageliat Pasce Ofiaars 5,000 b [ D P [ 0 n .0
llera 8120-286-0001 Cotemission on Poesna Ofiver Standands end Tralnlg Ch 24am5 Ocmaslo Vinlanas Aest Polloles end Standarda ;784,000 0 [\ o 2088 2,108,480 (2.108A4B0) 4 {2,108, as (2,108.480)
Item £140-265-0001 Banersl Tex Relial oh mm:B Allngalion of Proparly Tex Revenus 574,000 [} 0 0 3 . B7,741 (67,741) o (87,741) (67741}
\tam 00-205-0001 Ganersl Tk Reflsf. Op ERYE. Couptydide Tex Ratas 2@0,A0 0 0 0 2 36082 * (36,082} [ {36,062} (36,062)
\tem 5100-B55-0301 Cafars! § ex Rellef - pi. ‘iwash7 -Benior Gfizens! IuE.z._.EEaﬂ 268,000 [ 0. a o o D o i o o
Nerm 8210-295-0001 Loas! Govemmeani Finenoing Ch, 48a76 Mendak Relmbursamant Progess 3,118,726 0 o [\ 481 4,308,885 (4,588,695) 0D (4388885 (4,268 BBE)
\tmm 8210-2R6-0001 Looz] Govesniant Financing Ch. BSAMY Reps Vidim Counaslin Genler Notloes 157,888 o ] 0 68 1830y - (1830%7) 0 (163,027) - (183020
Htam.B210-285-090 Las! Gonyermen Flnerising Ch. 1133/83 Open Mesling Act Brown Ast Refarm 20,808,672 o [ L B3 12426547 (12126E4T) 0 (1Z126847)  (1L126547)
lism DA2D-285-0001 Depmitmant ol uating ch. 1amgms  Child Abrunlion snd Recavary . 1sseaan0 ] 0 ] a4 3,843,017 (3,843.017) 0 (3843617 (3,843.017)
liarm 0820-205-0001 Daparimiant of Justios Ch, 11052 Misdemaanar Baoking end Fingerpdnting 1,022,000 0 o 1] a7 1,878,421 [1,&70,441) 0 (1LBTRA41) (1.878,441)
eryr DB2D-855- 001 Deparimant of duatios Ch 3370 Stolan Vehina Naotlfimfion 362,500 D 0 o 124 248,907 (248,807} o (248,807} (248,807}
llsrn 0380:205-0001 Bearutery of Stals ch. 7178 Absaniss Baflofs 8111000 o o o 123 8,018,818 {6,018,818) 0 - (8D18,818) (8,018,518}
lam 0A80-285-0001 Bearatary of Slte Ch, 384BH  Brendon Maguim Aot . 1,000 o [\ a 0 - 0 [ [\ o i
\bern OBED-265-100 Bscatery of Blata ch 14z2m2 Pammansnt Absentas Volers “sakpen - ) D 0 - BTmB {E70,978) [ (B78,078) (878.4978)
liam DESD-205-0001 Beoratayy-of St Ch: 70476 VotarReglsifation Pmosdiss 148,000 [} [ [ -+ 4 kg (777,080} o (777.080) (777,890}
ltem DEE-205-0001 Blaia Troagursr . Cii 78385 Investment Reports 5448000 - )] o )] 458 2,890,538 (2,820,838} o (2.82D.835) {2,820 838}
004-02 Budgat Act {Ch, T0EAY) Total . o 86,862,664 2000 [i] Z000 3,442 17332784 (117330784} 2000 {117.332784}  {117.330,784}
000-01 & Priar Yaar Stolget Acs, ) .
limm 1730-285-0001 Franuhisa Tex Board ’ * ch.. 14s0/4 Tax Rapurding R 0 n 0 i T2 ] (3223 o (3.223) (3.223)
lbwm 2240-285-0001 of Housing and © y Daval Ch. 114370 Regloris Housing Need Deiamminafian o 0 [ o 25 Bawwm :E.uzw ] (784.364) (764.354)
ltem kﬁme.nmm.na_.: Departrnant of Heslth 8srvioes Ch. 1607/88 AIDS Tasfing o o 0 0 ] {403 {1,408} ] {1,402} . (1,403}
lt=m 4280-285-0001 Dy ol Halfh Servises A Ch, @giz  Pimiis Banoh Sefaty- 0 0 o 0 1 14,882 (14,882) D (14,687) {14,882)
ltam 4260-265-0001 Diprréiiact af Health Barvines G  1edimo Pafinste! Sarvlaes 0 0 0 0 1 248,888 (248,888} 0 (249,588) (240,868)
Itgrn £280-286-8001 Dapmstment of Heelth Sarvines : Ch. 442Pm2 Parmanani Absaniae Vaotas ] ] (] 0 P B4,183 {B4,183) o (8d,183) (84,183)
Horn 4260-285.000% Deparperd of Hesith Bervinas Ch, 2081 BIDS: Conunt By Lousl et Dlfers 0 o o 0 1 1,808 (1,808) o (1,808) (1,808)
Ulam £210-285-0001 Defastmant of D ! : Ch. 1304/80 Com h Dlsghled Adults n ] ] o 1 35 {35} a 36} (35}
ltam 4310-265-0001 Emﬁn._ﬂ_nnanﬁ_unan:i mm_.snmu Ch. 884/T8 Uncm_nm_._.n:.mf E__wv_un_. Altomey Servioes 1] 0 i} 1 4 5505 {5,505) 0 {6,606} ° (6.605)
ftarn 4450-285-0001 Diparimant of Mantal Hadlth - Ci 1mams Menishy Disomersd Bex Offsnders: Exid. Commitmeants 0 0 o 0 [ 80435 . {80,425) o {80,426) (80,425}
ffam 4460-265-0001 Desimsnl of Mantal fHaalth Ch. 1114778 Nof Gully Sy Reason of inanlty a a a n 779,082 [773,062) 0 713,062} (773.052)
llsim 4450-285-0001 Dapadmant ol Menial Heallh ) Ch. 1747184 i o 1 ] 0 1] 0 BH 74,763,678 (74,783,978) 0 (74,783,878} (74,783 5T8)
Mtam ﬁuc.mmwbnu,_ oqmajuwau—zu_ﬂ_ Hesllh . Ch. 7BM/B5- Bex Viglont Predators - - n 0 o 0 7 527,820 {827.820) 0 (s27.520) (527,920}
\tam 5280-285-0001 Daj i of B H 3 ch. 8201 Prisonsr Parenial Righls i 0 ] [ 5 55,067 {665,067} 0 (6BE08T) -  (BBEDET)
liem 5430-268-0001 Boerd of Oommalions ch. 231/  DomastoViolenas Treslment Program Appravals 0 0 0 0 1 41T ey [ (47,827} . (47871)
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Siats Dn:wu_._m_
DWlalon of Ascounting end Reporting -
Soheduls of Appropriation .:.m:mmmn ang Dmmn_m:n< Report

,datad Cost Programs

Unpald  Unpeld Cltelms  Approprisilon

[, Bsotlun, arDthar Program HNema . IntlalBudgat  Beploning  Expenditures Appropristion Appropristlon  Approprloton  Nel Raguact
Appropration Fund Balanca  March Clatms in Dollars Bt and J .. Deficlanci
Balence July 31, 2004 Quenity {Dafislanales)
. 1,2003 . .

tsm 7350-285-0001 Doy of Ind "~ Ch. 1688/E2 Fisfightans' Caneer Presumption ] oo o a0 3 38,228 {38,228) 1] Em.mma {38,228}
=rm 7360-285-0001 Dy af tel Ralafl Ch, 1171/B¢ Poups Oficars’ Cancar Prasumplan 0 0 1] 0 2 . 8288 {B.288) i {5,288} {8,288)
2m B120-286-0001 Commisslon on Peans Ofioer Standarda and 43_.§u Ch, 24886 Oumnio Vikncs Avast Polinies end Blandarda 1] ] ] ] @ 448,510 {448,510} a {488 510) {44d.810)
=m 9100-285-0001 Bararsl Tax Rallsf " Ch, B2157 GCounlywids Tax Raley 0 0 1] 0 2, . boi (501} 0 Amm..a © {801)
1=m §21D-286-0001 Looa) Bovernmsnt Financing Dh, 48875 Mandats Aeimbemesmsnt Procasa 1] ] -0 0 412 4002335 -+ (4,002,335) 0 {4,002,335) (4,002,326}
iem 8210-285-0001 Loos] Bovemmant Finenclng ch. @98/61 Repe Vicim Counaeling Centar Motinss 1] 0 0 [\ B 10,877 (10,577} ] {1081 {106m)
=m 5210-085-0001 Loza! Bovamment Flnancing Ch. 113883 Opan Maating Aat Brown Act Reform ] o ] 0 4588 39,888,387 {33,888,307) ] (33g88387)  (32,685,367)
am DE20-385-D001 Depariment of Justics Ch. 138378 Dhild Ahduchon end Reanvary ] ] 0. ] 47 7,083,880 [7.003,880) a Qbmu.mms Qbmymme
srn DAYD-236-0001 Deparinant of Jualica ch  110Em2 Banfdag and Flng ] ] ] ] 283 1,454,274 {1454,274) 4 :.“E.mzv . :.LE.H.:
=m DA20-205-0001 Depefmeant of Justins Ch. 33770 Blolan Vihide Nallination 0 1] 1] 0 8 27,4564 (27,454) D - [27454) {27464)
em DEAD-285-000H Baaratary of Slals Ch. 7778 Abaenles Ballis ] 0 0 - D 183 . 6,38 B74 {B.638,874) 0 {8,538,874) (B.03p,a74)
=m DBE0-285-0001 Bearelery of Bista Ch. 70475 Valor Regishation Procsdurss 0 0 1] 0 2 80,236 {80,23A) D {E0,235) (60,238)
=71 0950-285-0001 Blals Trasmner ch, 789W5 InvesimentRepars [ o 1] 0o . .7 284,003 (284,003) a {284,103} {284,003}
2-01 & Prior Yaar Bivigat Acts Total - . [} 0 0 b 5B42  13{\A64.286  ({131.564.285) 0 (131,584.266)  {1317564,205)
1 Local Govarnmant EE:hmE (oh Ead . : . . |
adllar {a} Ch. 4B6/78 Poane Ofines Procadal B of Rights 0,000,000 0 0 D 1,880 173,257 861 (173,257,861) 0 (173257 881} (172,257 ba{)
=zollan {b) Ch, B54/8 BEDP: Oui-oRSiata Mants] Heslilh Servioas - {000,800 ] 0 0 :f] 42,108,541 {42,108,541) D ° {42,108,541) {42,108,841)
zala Traruportalon Fund Blsla Transpmstafion Fund 42,000 0 1] 0 0 [ o D R ’ 0
=alian {o) - Mutfipla Programs Qanare! Fimd Daficlenales, Per 800, Par 511001 Lafiar 2,440,000 0 D- 1] o 0 D ] . 0 ]

] . Mtilipls Progrema Ganars] Fund Acansd Intareat .5,680,000 )] 0 D. .0 "o ] 0 .0 .

Sevarnmyesnt Clatms B (Ch T2/01} Total . BB, 042,000 0 [ - B 1881 . 2IG36LE02 (215,367,502} 0 I216367.502) (215,367,502
7 Lncal Governmant Clalms BIT (Ch. 177700) - 3
=allon 1. Ch. B44M¢ Alpordlendlsa . 35,000 0 hl 0 .o o 0 i -0 o
eglion 1b, Ch. 1832 Domsafio Vinlenoa Trastmen! Seroen Aulh K Case Mgml, 4,587,800 0 D o 3 142,748 [142,7486) 0 (142,746 . (142.748)
ealion 1h Ch. .841B8 Open Manfioys Aot 47,803,000 0 )] o - 0 0 0 0 .,B o
=allon 1d. Ch. 111188 Bimiden kifant Neeth Syndroma Tralniy for Arafightars 1417.000 0 )] 0 4 12,848 {12,848) 0 {12,548) {12,849
sollon 1h Ch. 128784 Two-Way Trafin 1,878,000 -0 ] ] a 0 0 D o D
scllon Te. ch 11882 Very High Fira Hezend mEEENEE 552,000 - 1] 0 i 1 BABG {5,468) ] (8.455) . {458}
solion Th. busitpls Programe Acmmued Inierest Expensa 16,744,000 1] 0 0 1] 0 0 1] 0 ]
=sllon th tuiliple Programs Definlenales, Per SCO 6200 | sttar 43,588,000 0 0 D_. D D 0 0 i [
) Local Gavernmant nEEms {Ch. 177/80) Total - . 116,753,000 0 [ b [] 161,850 164,850 b 61,860} - 1151,850)
? Local Govarnmunt Clalms BIN (Ch. E74/88) *
eallon 1€ Ch. 24885 Domesiio Vintenan Ameat 25,881,000 0 1] D [1] 0 o A 0 [
acllion 1h, Ch, TBYB5 [nveskmantRepors 14,300,000 a 1] 0 41 88,068 {62.058) 1] (RE,058) (B8,063)
eotion 16, Ch, . 12874 Two-Wsy Trafa' 87,800 1] 0 0 ] D ] D ] o
eallon 1m. Muiipie Progrema Flfty-Cine Day Claims 5,000,000 0 0 D 0 0 D o PR | 0
s=lion 1n. Mullipls Proprams Defiolendfes, Per 900 /A/RR Latiear 37,366,138 1] 0 D i] ] 1] 0 0 0
) Local Govarnmant Claims 811 (Ch, 574/88) Total 83,113,138 [1] [} [] 41 98,058 {98,068} . 0 (a8,0681 {96,053)
1 & Prior Lagal Govermant Clalms Ellls ’
=alion 14, Forty-5aven Day Clalma ™ B e Widland f Clothing and i 0 0 0 2 28,672 {28,872) 0 20872, (29,572)
scllan 1b, Forty-Seven Dey Olalma Ch, B80R4 Prosation of Finas end Courd Audits [ 0 0 [ 1 88,823 (88,823) D (g88za) (68,823)
soflon 1o, Defalanolea 23 Ch. {747/84 Barvioss to Handloapped Studsnts [ [ i} 0 ] 8,848 {8,848} 1] {8.848) (B.B4E)
ection 1o. Dafinlenates 11 Ch, 1803/0 Pernatnl Sarvicen 0 0 0 [ 2 78,443 [78,143) D 78,143} (78,143 *
ealion 1a. Dalcannles 30 Ch. 808/ Reps Violim Coumaling CeniarNotlnea .0 [i] 1] 1] 1 6 {88y 0. ﬁa (3]
aollon Ja. Dafitannlea 03 ch. 110682 Misd Hanking and Fing 1] 6 ] .0 1 8713 (B.113) o . . wmrHy -(8.713)

.- Co 0 [ [ [] B 180,163 (180,153} [] {190,153) {188,153}

1 & PriarLacs! Bovarnmant Clalms 8lfs Total
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mHH Duzad__m_,.m Offios

DIvislan of Accothiing and mmnu&:u State Mandated Cost Programa ’

Sohedile of Appropriation Transfar and Deficlancy Report -

. tam, Bscilan, or Other - Program Nema 2 (el Budpét I Appi Unpald UnpaldClelme  Appropeiafinn Appropriation  Approprintlon Mot Rogquaot
: Approprlation Fund Belsnoe  March Clsima In Dotlars Balanoss end mw_m.znmu Defiolanales
Balanoa July a1, 2004 Quanity {Defialanolas)
1,2003 5 .

mﬂ_ﬂ“: vﬂﬂ.ﬂ:ﬁ Agmmuad s_miu_ firough 4/30/04 _u:bnm_ mu_a:_:._u:s 1] 1] 0 0 3] 35,886,123 {38,868,123) 0 {38,800,123} ﬁmﬁmmaﬂ_

erued intamest Total - '] 1] i} n [ 48,608,123 38,988,123} o qﬂm.mnmumu_ - _ Gn.mmw.-ﬂ#
and Tatal Local Agenties 384,875,680 87,000 27,042 B8,858 17,066 1,000,884,638 (1,000,204 5T8) 11,000 {1.000,216578} E.__Eu_z..ﬂm.w
ol Distrlat Mondimtas, -

03-04 Buiigo? Act (Cheptar 167/03). . - . ’ X
llam S400-296-0001 Deparimant of Edimation Ch. 81&B1 ~ A3 Frevenion lslofan 1,000 1,000 0 -+ 1,000 281 3,057,442 (3.038,442) 0 (A0;EA42)  (3038442)
s 8100-286-000 Depevimant of Erbinslion ch. 77885  Amsroen il Cotrss O 1,000 1,000 o * 4,000 1 2,600 (1,500) o (oo * - (1600)
Ilarn 6400-286-0001 Depariment of Edumminn Ch, 73401 Annust Perant Notiication i 1,000 1,000 o 1,000 s 5332,757 (Ra31,767) 0 (8,331,767 (5:331,767)
Vam 81D0-i55-0001 Departmant of Edunafion Ch, 8B4  Corglver Afideuits 1,400 1.000 a 1000 184 1,321,748 [1320,748) 0 (1320,r48) (1:320,748)
ttam B400-205-0004 Daparimant af Eduaallon Ch 784/82 Cheger Bohooks® 1,500 1,000 0 1000, 48 BA7 538 (p88,533) 0 (288 633)- (886,533)
ltam 8100-255-0001 Daparimant of Eduealion Ch, BE76  Collsolva Bargelning N 1,000 1,000 ] 1,000¢ 784 40,082,272 {30.051,272} 0 {30,061,272) . (20,051,272)
Ram 6100-255-00D4 Dapatani of Edunsion Ch. 12121 Callant jalning Agreamant Disal 1,800 1,000 a 1,000 [ 4 1,600 1.000 - D 1.000
Itern &100-25-004 Deparimant of Eduoafion Ch, GAAT7  Criminel Bedground Chacks “1,000 1,000 [ 1000 817 Nma.,u.: 2572,217) 0 2,672,277} REr227T)
Rerm 8100-295-0001 Dapartment of Efucaion Ch. 1850184 Ememganoy Prmdeilures 1,000 1,000 0 1,080 o 1,200 1.000 - 0 1,000
am maimm.usa Department of Edunaiion Oh, 126376 Expdsion of Puplls Transmit Cost b Appasls 1,000 1,000 D 1,000 * 1 EE (1) g 1) 1)
lism 38.538“ Deparimant of Edusafian Oh, 1184/76 Hehitual Tnysnt 1,000 _ 1,000 0 1,000 377 8,463,768 {B,192,768) 0 (8182758’ (8,182.768)
Itarn &E.mmmﬁu& n%ﬂ&mauwm%ﬁmg ch 117877 fmmtison Racards 4.800 1,000 o 1000 B9B 3,716,117 {314,417 0 @117 {3,714,117)
Lz 8400-265-0001 Depariment of Edumstian Ch. 4883 . tnorageed Gradiicfion Fsguirsmants 1,000 1,000 0 1680 197 BI0ED1 - (R2ENAM) 0 @amngt) @281
tiesn B400-285-H0D1 Depmeiment of Ediinafion ch, 17228 [tandishiol Atiandants Permits 1,000 1,000 )] 1,800 180, 1228348 {1.227,348) 0 (1,227,848) (1,227, 348)
tam 8100-25-0001 D Edunation ch, 172588  Interdiatial Transfar Az Parenfs Empi: 1,000 1,000 ] 4000 . 163 1,500,922 [1,089,122) 0 {1.088,122)  (1,082,122)
Hem £100.285-5004 Dapariiank of Edisbatian Ok, 181E3  Inipaciatiot Atfindance 1,000 1,000 o 1000 30 8,798,168 (B.7B5,158) 0 (7w 168 (8reE.deE)
llam 8100.985-0004 Depariment of Extugatian Ch. 7H3RG  hivestisnt Repotis 1,00 1,800 0 1,000 g6 88,018 {38L,818) v (388818} {a,016)
Itam £405-205-0001 Depariment of Eslisation Ch, ‘442384 Juvenifle Cout Nofloss If 1,000 1,000 a 10067 154 gz11e (820,018} n {B20015) " {m20;015)
ltan 6002050001 Deperimen of Edunallan Ch, 1117/88, Law Enforasment Agenay Nolificallon 1,000 1,000 o ioin 212 1,543,037 {1,842,037) 0 - 1184208 (1,842,037
Yzm 81 | Daperiant of Edunation Ch, 48875, Msndalad Relmbumemant Process 1,000 1,000 o {000 “esm :.mﬂ £85  (18,380,885) 0 (iBsmpes - (lasdngad)
e G00:28E. 5051 Paperimiarii of Ewiaion dh 4a5m3,  Nallggation of Trubnoy 1,000 1,000 [} 1000 436 7,886,850 (7,885,863} o (mehRsD)  ([7B6EEER)
o &10-85-0001 Deparisik of Exdunstion - Ch 1308/E8 NoffiFation ia Teschers Pupls Subjec 15 Suspenslon or Expuls! 1000 - 1,000 1] 1,000 438 4,857,225 {4,B88,226) 0 . (4,6EB228) ~ ' (4.886128)
Umm 8100-286-0001 Daparimixt of Edoalian Ch, 841/88  Opan Maslings An!/ Brown Ast Ralom 4,000 1,000 [ 1,000 BE2 . 7,133,865 [7,132,855) n (7.132666) ~ (7,13285E)
itern §104-285-0001 Daperiment of Edunatlan . Ch. 1284/88 Parnt Classrmom Vidts 1,000 1,000 ] 1000 1] _ABEOM {454,001} ] (454081) (454,001}
s B10B- 2850001 Deperimant.of Eduoalion Ch, B76RE Physie] Parinmmancs Tests 1000 1,000 [\ 1,000 364 2.357,488 {2,258 488} 0 ﬂhmmlms, (2.2658,488)
flem 8100-285-001 Deparimant of Edunation Ch. BEET7  Pupl Glismom Susparaion 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 80 1,718,844 (1.717,844) 07 {LTRAEY (1,717.844)
lter B8100-285-n004 Deparimant of Eduasilon Ch, 86878 Pupll Exclslons © 4,000 1,000 )] 1,800° 74 488,802 (4BB,862) n (488,882) - {488,862)
Lam £100-235-D001 Deparimant of Edunntion Ch, BESTT  Pupl Hesllh Boraenings 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 i m.mmm.m._n [E.BB2,812). o (5.602,12) {5,882,812)
s 81042850001 Departmgn! bi Edimation Ch. 30885 .- Pupl m&%_éiaag end Appesls 1,000 1,000 ] 1060~ - 1 - fép, 1m0 {179,180) D (478;00) (1riday
e 540026561601 Deperiment uf Eduinsion Ch. 1247  Pupl Sffensons: Diskiot Employes Reparis 1,000 1,000 n oo | zeo 4,486 357- [BAET3E7) [ {34E7A87) - (B4BTJET)
llam £100-285-0001 Daperiment of Edticatian Ch. 1107/84 FRemovel of Chemioels - 1,000 1,000 0 - 4,000 i1 BBT,840 (EBE,B4M) ] + (EBAB40)" (aadiadn)
lem 6160-pA8-0001 Degartmant. of Edimalion Ch, 1453/88 Sochon! Ascouptablity Report Gards 1,800 1,600 0 000 28 3,824,653 (4823853} a {3,02:4863) {3,243,853)
Ram 8100.385-0001 Deferimant of Eduimfing Ch. {34780 Buliosls Boranning 4.000 4,000 [ 1600 seg 27380,{58 (2370, 183) a @arddsy) - (eh7biE3)
03-D4 mina‘aag‘ﬂbe Total 23,000 33,000 ] 33,0007 BAt2 131064853, (131021,863) 2,000 :Fﬂu....m@;.hﬁ ETEL
D2-03 Budiget Act (Ch. uﬂhww . . o *
Nt &100-205-0001 af Edunation Gh. 7778 Abdentas Ballots o B i} D - 21421 {21421} 0 (atuzy) - (21,624)
i 8490-26- 5001 Deparimenfof Edunafion - Ch B1E/q >am 3 Projetifion Instualion “1.000 1,000 [} 1000 407 3,837,023 [3.808,033) 0 (3.838,033) {3,z nagy
llgrn &100-255-0001 u%..._amm.e. Edurefion Ch., 7788, Gouas Do 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 18 123,600 {122,508) [ (122,Em8) {122,508}
tiam 81007880001 0 oL of Eusation Ch, 7340 Anrutal Pergnt Noffnaton I 1,000 “1,000 o b 8E7 B,888,635 {5,986,635) o (,085,630) - . {A,986,836)
Yam 8100.285-0001 Dol of Echuration Ok, 6854  Oaregiler Aidmila 1,000 1,000 o 1000 240 1,506,148 {1,804,148) o (1.5604148)  (1,504,148)
lisrn 6100°785-0001 Dapautmant of Edvmaiony Ch. 784/82  Charfer Sohiola {000 1,000 [\ 1000 166 2310402 {2.308,102) * o {2,308,102) (2.308,102)
ltem 8100-285-0001 Departrnen! of Education Ch. 88176  Collanfva Burgeining - . 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 -] (39,465,845} o, [@BJ4EEE4E}  (B9AGEB4E)
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:ated Cost Proprams

Divlslon of Acoounting end Reparting - Ste /
Schaduls of Appropriation Transfer ena wallolsnay Report
Hlam, Eaction, or Dther - Program Nema ’ \nblal Budget  Beplonlng  Expendiwres  Appropriston  Unpsld  Unpold Clalms  Appropdation  Approprisfion  Appropriaflon Hat Requast
. Appropriation Fund Bolanca  Momb Claims  In Dollara ond ] Dsficl
" Balancs July 24,2004 Qumnlty {Defolansles)
1,2003 . - .

2 B5100-2B5-0001 Deperimant of Eduriafion Ch, 121381 OCuoflackve Bargatiing Agresmant Disalustra 1,000 1,00 0 1,000 [i] -0 - 4,000 1,000 [} _ 1000
am 8100-285-0001 Daparimant of Erduoefm Ch, 88807 Crimins! Bedkgrund Chania : - {000 1,000 ] 1,000 427 3,283,846 (3,202,648) ] (R2capde) | (3262845
am B708285-0001 Dageftment of Ediinalicn Gh., 165274 Ememgenay Pricadureg 4,000 1,000 ] 1,000 710 14,181,218 {14,180,218) ] {14,180,218) (14,180,215}
2m 5100-205-0001 Depariinant of Edualion Ch. 126476 Expolsion ol Puplls Tranaarlpt Cost for Appesls 1,000 1,000 [ 1,000 8 17,104 (18,104) o (18,104} -{18,104)
am 6100-785-0001 Dapériment of Edtmalinn Ch, 1184/76 Hablun! Tradt -, 1,000 1,000 o 1,000 423 7,138,842 {7.157,842) i (7.137,842) {1.137.842)
sm 51D0-285-0001 Deparimiant of Edfialinn * Ch, 117877 Immunizaion Resords . ] o i [] BB 48,080 {48,080) o (48,080) {48,090)
s 5100-285-0001 Depestment of Edimalion Ch. 4BEE3 | d Grels I 1,000 1,000 o 1,000 346 © 16,838,982 (16,838,482} o (150838.482)  (16,838,482)
1 8100-285-0001 Dapasiment of Eduealion Ch. 172788  Inferdistiot Aliandsnsa Parmits 1,000 1,000 o 1,000 a2 1,823,472 {1,822472) ] (1.822472) {1.822,472)
sm 5100-285-0001 Dapartmant of Edunsfion oh. fr2m8 Trarmler Request: Panenfs 1,000 1,000 ] 1,000 aiz 1,863,438 {1,852,438) o (1.862,438) (1,662,438}
sm 8100-285-0001 Dapariment of Edurabion Ch: 18183  Inbradishint Atinndenoa 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 an 7,530,671 {T.529,571) L] (7.528,671) (1,628,671}
1m &100-285-8001 Daparment of Edumaiion Ch, TE3BF  Invastment Reputs 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 118 538,362 {b37,362) [} Eu_.:uﬂ 1637 352)
1 5100-235-0001 Dapastmen! of Exlimlion Ch 142384 Juverdls Court Nofioes I 1,000 4,000 [} {000, 178 1,034,828 (1.033,828) o (1,033,820 (1,023,829)
+m B100-285-0001 Daperimant of Edusalion Ot 111780 Law Enfomement Apmroy Noinafinn 1,000 1,000 0 1,00 288 2,14243 {2,141,453) i (2,144,453 (2,141459)
:m 5100-285-0001 Daparimand of Eduralisn Ch. 4876  Mendslsd Relbtreemant Prooess 1,000 1,000 ] 1,000 <]} 17,562 487 {17,861,467) [} {17, 661467) :Hmﬂ.‘_md
wm 5100-285-0001 Depariment af Edisgsgian Ch. 488/8%  Nolfcabon of Treangy 1,000 1,000 0 1,000 547 8,588,780 {B.687,780) 0 (8.687,760) (9,687,780)
1m B100-285-8001 Deparimant of Edunation Ch. 4308%8 Notificallon Io Temnhars: Pups Bubjen! Io Suspanalon ar Exptdal 1,000 1,000 1] 4,000 543 5,053,034 (8,082.034) 0 {B.062,034) (8,082,034)
s B100-285-0001 Deparimsiit of Edenafion CiL 84188 Open Meatings Aot/ Brown Aot Refosm 1,000 1,000 ] 1000 1,045 BA14,114 (B413,114) o (8.413,114) 8.413;114)
m 6100-285-0001 Deparimant of Eduration _ Ch. 128478 Pesent Classmom Visla 1,008 1,000 4 1,800 B4 621,847 (820,547} o B.B.id
\m 51002850001 Dapartmenl of Eduoaiinn Ch. BTGES  Physloel Parfunmanns Tesia 1,000 1,000 [} 1,000 488 2,688,405 (2.857.4D5) o [LBE7,405) _ :
»m §100-285-0001 Departmant of Educafion Ch, BBEAT  Pupl Classroom Suspension 1,000 1,000 [ 1000 - 13 2,002,882 (2,001,882} 0 (2.001,8825:

1100;285-601 Depariment of Edtnatian Ch, B8A78  Pupl Extlisions 1,000 1.000 ] 1,000 132 887,402 {868,482) ] (aB8.482),

100-205-0001 Depertment of Edunafian Ch 98577  Pupl Heellh Sarsenings 1,000 1,008 [ 1008, 478 8,275,810 (a.277.810) [ {B.277810)"
«m 5100-285-0001 Deparimant of Eduralon Ch. 309/6  Pupll Resldanoy Varlfioaion and Appesls 1,000 1,000 D 1,000 R 182,205 (181,225) o (181,226 {
m §100-285-0001 Deperiment of Ediosfian ch, 1B  Pupl Suspensions: Distict Emplayss Reporta 1,000 1,000 ] 1000 . amg 4,207 BB0 (4,208,850} o (4,208,BED) -
\m B100-285-0001 Department of Edunafion O 110784 Removal of Cheminats 4,000 1,000 ] 4,000 166 1,516,683 (1,644,683) [} (1,514,583
«mi 8100-286-000H Deparimeant of Edugation Ch.- 148489 Bohmol Aacamishillty Repart Carda 1,000 1,000 ] 1,000 &8 4713813 (4,712,513} o 4712813
m E100-285-0001 Deaparimant of Eduoation Ch, 180083  Echool Diskiot of Cheins o [} a- o i8. 774,384 " (T74.584) 0 (774,884)
im 61D0-286-0001 Depariment of Edumation Ch. B788  Bohoninla Dlsciplonry Rulss .o ] ] A [y 18 - 125110 (125,110) ] (125,110)
«m 6100-205-0001 Depertinent of Edumatiay Oh. 1347/80 _Bonllogls Boreaning {800 . {000 ] R ;) 2,883.438 . (2.662.438) o {2,682 4a8)
-03 Budgst Aat (Ch. 378/02) Total . 32,000 32,808 [ 32000 12623 176830401 (176.78EADY) 1060 (17a788401) (175798401}
~02 Budget Act (Ch34/b1} . . :
4n 8100-285-0001 Depasiment of Edunalion Ch, JT78  Abwmniss Bsink 1,205,000 2,000 a 2,000 125, 711,188 {708,188) 0 (708,158) [703,186)
n 5100-28E-000 1 Deperiment of Edunation Ch B18/  AlDS Prevention krstruction 3,118,000 34,593 1,843 32,880 ann 1,267,848 (1,254,958} ] (1.254.868) {1.254,8E8)
am 5100-285-0001 Depariman! of Educatizn Oh 77988  Amarludn  Gatrss D 202,000 [} 20 f201) B 162,361 (192.562) 0 {10z 552) [182,582)
m 8100-205-0004.Depariment of Edugalion Ch T34M§  Annua Parsnt Nolfiseton 1 4,188,000 6 14812 (4812} 451 2.218,672 {2,233,684) [ (2233584)  (2233584)
1m 8100-265-0001 Deparimant of Eduxstinn Ch. B38{  Coraglver Afiuvia 387,000 360 87 {408} 2m 625,041 (625,448) ] (625A48)  (625,448)
wm 51D0-285-0001 Deperiman of Edurmion Ch, 78182 Cherisr Acfpols 568,000 0 36,808 (36,806) 163 2,108,825 {2,146.231) 0 (2.148,231) (2,146,231)
«m 6100-285-0001 Deparinznt of Edirztion Oh. ‘B81/76  Caliantive Bargelning 40,532,000 738,121 3,788 234,885 &8 11,097,047 (10,802,882) 0 (108026g%)  (10,802,802) .
m 8100-285-0001 Daparimant of Edumalion Ch: 121281 Collaglye Barpalning Agreemant Dlsnlostis - 2ri,oan 28313 1] a3 [\ .o 20313 20313 . 6 - Zna1s
+m 8100:265.0001 Dgperimept of Edumflon Ch. §8EA7  Griminsl Beskgralmd Chesi 6,080,000 T4.826 3,535 Ted.  am 1,380,602 {1,298.288) ] (1zmgem).  (1.208,20)
m 5100334, 5t Dapipiint of Ecumalin Gh. 1850B4,  Effisrgancy Promithies 14,220.0m0 25,718 10,183 13823 449 8,538,862 (8,523.22) 0 (852333) . (6523,379)"
«m 51002650001 Deperiment of Exlution Ch. 126376 Expulslor of Pupds Trafsalnt Cat for Appaiila 28,000 0 [} [} 4 4421 (4421) [} 7 a1
wn 8100-286-0001 Deperimant af Edunefion Ch. 118476 Hehiua! Truant . - 5,887,000 77325 [1} 7396 afa 4,670,806 {4,643,480) a. (4.543,480)
im 8100-206-0001 Depariment of Edurallon Ch. 117877 Immunireiion Reaords 3,444,000 [} ] 0 80D 207,437 (207437 D . (207,ddn)
e 8100-296-0001 Depestment of Edvmation Ch. 4883 L t . 13,988,000 BIAD 104,817 @A), 1R 742N (TA4ER14) 0 T4E514)
1m B100-285-0001 Dapartment af Edimation Ch. 172088  Infardistint Afisndenas Pemils 4,788,000 14,235 2,538 14,288 232 788,133 (774,834 [} (T74,834) |
om §100-205-1001 Daparimant of Ecunaian _Ch. 17288 Intenlshat Trensfer Requast: Paranfs 1,111,000 14213 223 fasd o7 788,281 {775,200} 0 . (@R
1m 8100-285-0001 Depavtment of Edunson Oh. 16183  Intsdistdet Allsndsnes 5,262,000 4,508 2,082 2418 . 3w 4,548,244 (4,543,828) [ 14.543,28), {4.543,828)
1 6100-285-0004 Dapertmand of Educalion Ch 7BMEG  Mnvastmenl Reparis . 157,000 1302 580 712 119 102,560 [181,838) 0 (1s1,838) {191,838)
m 5100-285-000r1 Deparimant af Edutalon Oh. 142384 Juvenils Gotnt Nofings § 338,000 378 251 140 534,460 {534,208} 0 . (534208) (534,208)
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Divislon of Aooouniing and Reporling - Stats Mandated Cost Programs
Sohedule of Appropristion Trangfsr and Daflolsndy Repart

5 i, Baation, ot Other Pragram Nima 1ille) Budgs!l  Beginnlny  Expondlhri®  Approprstion  Unpald - ‘Unpoid Clafms — Appropelaflon Appropriefioh  Appropriallon Nat Request
' Approprisllon Fund Balences March Clslms  inDollare and Bal Befictanal .
. Balanes July 31, 2004 Quanlty . (Dellalenacles)

1,2003 . B o
ltary 8100-285-0001 Deparfmight of Exucation Ch. 111788 . [ew Enforasment Agenoy Nofifaafion 1,510,000 8724 518 B,208 38 BO,B02 (888,384) 0 (BBE3R4) (888,384)
It 6100-285-000 Dapartment of Edunstinn Ch 483/76  Mandaled Reimbtrseman] Pronass 11,858,000 TI5 3,417 (2642} 883 7375,188 (7,379,388} o (7.378,898) (7 A78,398)
tem £100-285-0001 Ugpartmen! of Edunation Ch 408/23  Nollhaatlon of Transy 7,575,000 78,425 183 75,842 385 4,135,888 (4.068,844) b (4.D58.844) (4.052,844)
llem B100-285-0001 caeﬁw?_.mﬁa__g Ch, 1308/88 Nollficallon {0 Teschers: Pupla Bubjenl fo Suspanslon or Exptisal 2,853,000 8,817 : 0 Bir 482 3,885,736 (3,858,818) 0 (3,8E8,818) > 7 (3;:868,918)

* ltam 8100-285-5001 u%ﬁﬁum._ aof Envaatlan Ch, B41/88  Opsn Meslings Aot Brown Al Reform 2,385,000 8,880 17.004 {8.424) 800 6,878,005 (5,684,128) 4 (E,884,128) (5,884,129}
tsm 8100:286-0001 Dagiérim Gh. 1284/88 Parsnt Olassroom Vislia ‘ 1018,000 8,730 1,678 8,820 B8 383,828 (368,408} o {368i905| (38,808}
tiary §100-225-0001 Dagin 1) Ch. 57585 Physloal Parionmznos Tests 1,178,000 8,883 462 BA14 are 1,411,604 11,405,080} 0 (1305080 © (1.405,000)
Nem 5100-285-0001 Departriint of Edudalion Ch. 88677  Pupl Olssamom Buspanalon 1,784,000 250 . 43 (185) 12 1,085,784 11,085,848} 0 (1.085848) - (1.085548)
Nsm 8900-285-B001 Department of Sdugafian Ch. 88878  Pupll Exuluelona 367,000 0 0 0 228 880,738 {B83,738) 0 (Rea,7aB) (888,736)
ltern 8100-285-0001 Depertmept of Edunation Ch. BAE77  Pupy Heslth Boreerings 3,212,000 11420 1,738 8,882 k=t 2,363,820 (244,138} a (2,844,138} (2,344,138}
lt=rn 81602850001 Dephrksyiént ol Edunafion Ch. 2085  Pupll Restdenoy Vadicalion snd Appeals 218,000 0 ] o ] ] 0 0 o 0
liem 8100-285-0001 Dagiarimiant of Edunation Ch. 13487  Pupl Buspensions: Disidat Employss Reports 122,000 3,853 o 3453 489 1,621,518 (1,517,883} D- {1.517,883) (1.517.883)
lism 8100-286-0001 Depertméant of Euration Ch’ 1107/84 Removal of Dheminals 1,302,000 8,638 834 77055 148 1,268,413 {1,260,708) 0 {1,250,708) {1,260,708)
llam 8100-285-0001 Dapartmant pf Edunation Oh. 1483/88 Sghaal Aoaotntahllity Reporl Cards 2,116,000 6,740 10,765 (4.a25) E38 2,835,388 {2,898,411) 0 {2.838,411) (2,838,411)
Itam £100-205-0001 Dapartmsni of Edunating Ch. 1807/84 Bohan! Ormss Repordng I 1,657,000 0 o [ 500 10,245,088 {10,245,168) 0 (10,235,088) ~  (10;245,088)
liam 8100-266-0001 Daparimant of Edunafiany Ch. 12824 School Diskint of Chofoa 10,207,000 48,882 B1.448 2R I T 2,178,380 [2.218,847) o (2.218,847) (2.218,847)
Hem B100-285-0801 Ospartmand of Eduaalion Ch. 8788  Schoolslts Diaclilinary Rulas 1,728,000 0 0 ] a4 280,031 (280,E31) 0 . (280,831} (280,831}
ttam 8100-285-0001 Ospesimant of Edunaion Ch. 1347/B0 Beoifinals Sasanivy : 2,242,000 ] D i EE5 893,737 @88En) 0 (383.737) (363,737)

2007-02 Budgat Act (ChLT34/09) Total . 166,877.000 737,260 310,148 427412 11,878 1,888,817 (81,882,705} 20,313 1EB3018) *  {81.552,T06)
2000-01 and Prior Budgst Ats . o

ltam £100-285-0001 Deparimant of Edunation Ch 7778 Abseniss Balints o o ] [ T 5058 {5.058) 0 {5.058) (5.059)
Itam 810D-268-0001 Departmant of Edussion Ch B816/1  AIDE Preveilion Inatrucian ) 1] [ 1] 400 1,313,467 {1,293487) o (1,313.487) (1313,487)
e B960-285-0001 Depariment of Edunallan - Ch. 44878  Annual Parent Nollfiostian 11l 1] ] (] (] 23 . 3,475,808 {3/476,808) o (3,476,808) {3,478,808)
ftam 8100-285-0001 Departma, ch, 8/84  Omrplver Afiidavis 0 0 0 ] ‘281 80,701 - {880,701j o (880701} {8m0,701)
liam 5100:285-0001 Degdment of Edunalion ch. 488/83  Ceififlaaiion Tascherm Eveluallon ] 0 o ] 1 1,760 {1.760) i} (1,750} {1,750)
ttam 8100-285-0001 Depsithsnt of Ethailan Ch T8iE2 Chartar Bahpole o 0 -0 o 280 4437 46T ' (4,43748T) [ (4A4T7.487) {4437,457)
e &100-225-0001 Dépariment of Educallon -Ch, 881/76 . Callacive Bagelning D o ] 0 1e83  Z1478547 (47,428,547} 0 (ZA2RE4T) (G ABAT)
tem &f00-285-0001 Dayiddhngit of Ediination CH. 1378/7 . Cradanis! Monlizdng o 0 o i z 12,174 2,174y D (12474) (12,174
tm 6100-205-0001 Department of Edunallan Ch. 1BS8BY Emarganoy Pmoadures 0 D ] D 1465  2BBOTA06  (B8O7A06) o (3B,867405)  (28,897.406)
lism B100-285-0001 Dapariment of Edunation Ch. 1263775 Expulslon ofPupls Tranaerpt Cost for Appesta o, i o o i [} I} o 0 .
fiam B100-285-000M Department of Edusafion Ch. 118476 Hablhusl Truant o o o [ 481 5AB1,04 (64B1,014) o {(64B1.013y~ . (5AB1L.01)C)
lism 8100-286-0001 Depariment of Edungtion ch 117877 Immumiration Reconds 2 o 0 [ 42,173 (42,773) 0 “(a2jray 42,7310
llam B400-255-000 Depertment of Exussilen Ch. 4p8/E3 | d Gradusbon R 0 0 0 i 472 22,756,852 (22,236,952) 0 {22736867)  (22.236.852] ()
Ram B10D-285-0001 Depértmant of Etduonfion Ch, 172/88  inlandisiiol Altsntancs Parmlls 0 D [ 0 427 788,088 (788,8E8) 0 - [760,8988) (788,988
liem 6100-205-0001 Deparimant of Eduaating ph. 172/88 arelintriot Tranafar Pareniy .0 o 0 ] 484 * g0d, 158 {803,168) 0 (803,158) (803,158}
dtem 8100-285-0001 Depariment of Edunafing ch 16983  Inlmdisiiot Attandanos 0 -0 o n 408 8,080,048° (8.038,045) o {6.038,045) (8.030,048)
t=m 8100-285-00(1 Deparimenl of Edunafian - Ch 7EYEE  Invasbment Reporis 0 o ) 0 248 178,883 {178.853) o (178883} {176,683}
ltem B100-£35-0001 Depariment of Etunsfion Ch. 142284 Juveniie Omut Nofioss Il o o 0 ] 7 7582 {7.682) 0 (7.882) @582}
Ham m.._mmuw-wﬁ@ Dsperiant of Edunation - Ch. 1fi7B8  Law Enfamemant Agenay Noflbnafion - o 0 o ] 308 702,284 (72,284} o (rozzeqy (702,284)
tam 8700285001 Dapidrmin of Edua=ion Ch. 48876, Mandslad Relmbureement Poasse D 0 n [ B&7 5A72,788 (5,472.788) o (6.472,788) (B:4T2.786)
Vian 51009500901 Deparment of Exbucation Ch. 4g883  Nobfoson of Towngy 0 0 0 0 & 4,231,783 {4,231,753) D [4.231753)  (4.231783)
_”ma Maaﬁm.as._ Deperiment of Eddinaitnn Chu 1308/28: Nbttfealon'th Teschers: Pupls Bubjsc In Suspenaldn or Expilsl 0 0 0 [ 588 4,078,877 {4.078,5TT) [ (4.078:877) (4070877}
liarn 8900-206-0001 epartmant of Edunation Ch. B41/BB  Open Mestinga Aot /Brown Aot Refarm i o ‘a o 1] 28,230,776 (28,230,275} ®  [8230.75)  {2830278)
ltam 8100-285-0001 Depariment of Edualion Ciu B41E8  Open Maslings Ant/ Brman Aol Refmm ] 0 0, 0 33, 28,749,152 {26,748,162) 0 (26,748,162)  (26.748A57) -
__ﬁ m“n-wﬁm,bms Oepartmeal of Edunation Gl 128488 Perant Glagstoom Vilts a a 0 n B 30,288 {30,288) 0 (30,786) {30,288)
o o 2850001 Dapdrbviant of Educalian Ch. 676086 Pliyaloal Parformanca Taots [ [ o ‘0 567 1,437,784 {1,487,794) 0 (1437384) (1437784}

I00-255-000% Deparimiant ol Erlunating Ch. 88877  Pupd Classisam Buspanslons [} o 0 o 187 1,057,835 {1,067 836} o {1 57 Ba6) {1,057,835)

“mu Hu.pﬁaﬁ Gepértinent of Edurafion ch. B8A7A  Pupl Exalusions 0 o ] 0 8 1,207,661 (1257 881) 0 {1287 881) (1.207,881)
Noen BB 0 Dememierg m”mEﬁ,,Es Ch. 88677 Pipl Hesllh Sersenings 0 0 0 PR saT8m03  (44783m) 0 (3478303)  (4475300)

. Jtefn B100:285-0001 Depariniant of Edunation Ch 1347  Pupll Buspankions: Distrint Emplayas Rapars i] 0 1} ] 408 - 1,73B,827 {1,738,627) i (1,738,827} {1.138.827)
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datsd Cost Programs

Approptintion  Approprioticn  Approprietion

Ch,  841/88

Pege Bof 8

Item, Saatlon, or Othar Program Neme ntal Budge!  Bapinning  Expendltures  Appropristlon Unmpald  Unpald Glaima Nat Ragqueat
Appropriailon Fund - Balsnea  March Clalms in Dollnrg and Dallal
' Balanos July | 31, 2004 Quarlty (Daflclanoles)

. . 1,2003 - .
em 5100-285-0001 Dspartmani of Edutialion Ch. 110704 RemdvE Bl Chsmienly 7] 1] [} [ 683207 (884,207} [1] (883,207) (RB3,207)
am §100-285-0001 Osparimanl of Edusation Ch {4888 Sshool Anconnishifty Repmt Cards 1 0 [ ] 586 . 128,138 {1,828,138) 0 (1,826,136) {1,829,128)
sm B100-285-300¢ Deparimant of Education Ch. B24/2 Bohaol Bus Bakly i} )] 0 o i 17 7 [} (1 _ um
2m 8100-295-000 Dapartman! of Edurafion Ch. 1607/84 8choal Orfmes Repariing o a 0 D B4 258,033 (255,033) 0 (250033) | (258,093)
2 6100-285-0001 Daparimant of Educalion Ch. 128284 Schop) Dlshict of Cholos ] 0 [ .0 oB3d 7,348,508 {7.348,508) [} (7,346509) . . (7.348,508)
=2m £100-205-0001 Depariment of Edunalion Ch. 8788  Bahuglsita Discipfinary Rues 0 0 D 1 0. 273548 (223,548) I K1) {229,648)
2m &100-205-0001 Deparimant of Edualion Ch, 134780 Bonlinafs Boeening o o 0 [ 484 858060 (858,058) O ' (AG0.08E) {850,068) -
L7 and Priar Budgat Acts Total : [ [] [] 0 17TAB0  iBag=2721  [(1893dza 7t} 0 (18342a721) (153422721}
*-pg Educatlon 80 (Ch. 734/01) - . T, b .
a=ilon B0, hsm 17, Departmant of Edusalion Ch, 44875 Amnual Pamnt Noffoslon i 1,280,000 0 o 0 188 1,543,043 {1.543,043} ] (1543,143) {1,643,043)
2cHizon B, nm 17, Deperimant of Edimelon Gh- 82482 Bohool s Gafaly § B8,728,000 o 0 D 433 _ 3K887,181 (36,887, 181) ] (36,867.18]) (35,887,161)
3ziion 8D, ism 16, Deperinen] of Exdnoatinn Ch 180784 Gohool Celmes Repmiing f 1,557,000 0 i )] 2 g 1,731,378 (1,721,373) 0 {1,7313713) [1,731,373) .
<otion A0, lsm 17, Depertment of Edunaling Ch  1807/84 Bohon! Grimes Aepiing U 7,300,800 )] )] 1 )] o 0 0 . .B )
-0z Educatian SN (Ch. T34A1) Total ., 76,576,000 [ [ [ 386157 {28,181 57) [ (30,181,507} fas181,&7}
-02 Extra Sasslon (hxacn2) . . .
sction 48, lem 17, Dap. of B R (G T34m1} Ch. 82482 Bchoo! Bus Balaly 188,728,000 [ ] o )] [} 0. . 0 i
-02 Exira Sesalon (1602) Tatyl ~ N ’ (88,728,000} [] 0- [] [1] 0 ] [] [ []

‘udgat Act (Ch. 108/21) Frop B8 Resgportlonniant .
.+10-485-0001 Depertment of Eduration . Muliipls Programs Dafnisntles, 7-1-85 S 6-30-01 82,605,000 [ D )] . 0 0 [ [ .1 o
-02 Budyst Act {Ch, 188/21) Prop BE Respportionmant Total i 82,608,000 [ [] D 0 0 [] [ 0 o ;i
1 gl Government Clalms BIf (Ch. 1r7/0m) . . 3
wolion 1o, Ch. TIBIB  Amsd Gots D 187,000 - 0 i} )] 4" 1,884, {1,884} i {1.884) {1,854}
. olion 1g, Ch. BEAET  Griminal Beckgymund Shadis 4,866,000 o )] ] 22 124,332 (124,332) L] {124,332} {124,332)
wlion 4L ) Ch. 30885  Pupl Resldmcy Verffication end Appesls 213,800 1] )] i 4 1,884 11,854 1] (1.884) 11,864} -
L naa! Governmant Clatms SH (Th. 177/0) Total 5,366,000 _ 0 [ [ ag 120,080 {128,050) 0 {126,080} {128,060}
Sudgat Act {Ch. 52/80) Prop. BB Reapportionmant . .. .
m 81404850001 Deperimant of Edurmllon Mulple Pelor Yasr Mendata Clatos 17,550,000 [ )] 0 [ [} 0 0" 0 ]
Avudpgat Act {Ch. 52/00) Frop. 88 Respportloanment Tatal . 17,660,600 ] 0 0 0 0 0 [l 0 []
ZEdusation Trallar 8/ (Ch. T1/00) -
clion 28 2, Mulipla Programe Defclencles 7-1-86 fuu B-30-00 138,000,000 [} [ [/ [ i o ] 0 1]
Fduration Traliar 81 [Ch. 71/00) Tota! . 138,000,000 0 [ [] 0 ] [ [ ] [1
ued Intarast - ) . . .
Utfpka Programs Ascmsed Infarest Expensa for Schools o [ 1 0. D ENOSTOP_ (G0OGT.031) 0 (s0057.02{)  (BD.OGT.021)
uad lntarast Total - . [ [ 0 D . [ 50,067.024 (50,067,021} 0 (60,067.021) . (50.057,021)
o! Disiriots Grand Total 351,810,000 B0Z.280 310448 482112 . 68,149 GA2544.4B0 (BB, 1525401 23313 {aB2,175,881)  (562,462,348)
v Collso
-4 Sudgst Aat (Ch. 157/03) 3
m 6100-285.000 Dapertment of Educetian, Provislan & Gh, BBi7E Cofleotive Bagaining - on ] 0 [1} 20 - 1,783,825 (1.753,825) 0 (1,783,825) (1.783,625)
a1 B670-206-0001 Qommunlly Coflages Ch 184  Heslh Fee Blmmion 1,000 1,000 i} 1,000 32 8,858,701 {8.857,701) o {(BBET.MM1) {6.857,701)
 8100-286-00( Depariment of Etunation, Provislon § Ch. 78306  Invastmant Repori ] [i] 0 [i] a 2,801 (2.801) 0 (2.801) (2.801)
m 5100-265-000 Deperiment of Edunation, Provisinn 5 ~ Ch. 48808 Ena_.m_m Ralmbwrgemanl Pooess | o 1] a 0 m.A 812,281 (B12.281) . (1] EA_NMm.:. (812,251)
M 5100-265-000 Departmant of Eduastion, Provialon 5 Dpen Meatings AclBrown Aot Reiom 1] 0. o 0 23 167,233 (197,333) 0 {187.333) {187,333)
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R State Controffer's Ofice
Divlslon of Assounting and Raporting - Stata Mendeted Cast Programs
Scharuls of Appropriation Tranafer end-Deflolanoy Report

N itam, Sectlosn, or Othar Program Nama inlsl Budget  Bepinnlng  Expundtirss  Approprdation  Unpeld Unpald Glslme  Approprintian  Appropriniion >wﬂsnzn=n= Hat Raguast
Appropriation Fund Beleate  March - Olalms in Dallare | and l ]
Balanisa July 31, 2004 Cuanlly . {DsRolanpies) A
. R 1, 2008 ) . .
003-04 Budpat Act (Ch. 167/03) Total * 1,000 4,000 ] 4,000 128 9434,82{ (8,433,821} a {8423,824) (8433821}
Dp2-03 Budget Act (Ch T78/02) . i .
Iterm 8400-286-000 Deparimant of Edtialion, Provialon & Ch, 98475  Colleativs Barpelnlng o [ o [ 24 2,553,207 {2.6R3,307) 0 {2.563307) (2,583,307)
Itarn 8870-285-0001 Camemumity Caflages ch. 184  Heallh Fes Elminsiion : 1,800 1,000 0 1,000 -l 11,896,074 (11,825,074} [} {11,885,074) {11.885,074}
ttarvt &100-206-000 Departnani af Educakian, Pravielan & Ch, 78385 Investmanl Report 0 0 i [ B T416 {7416 o (7,415} (1416}
ltrn 8100-265-800 Deperiment of Edunatian, Pravislan & Ch. 4B8/76 Msndala Ralmbursamant Pronass i i D [ 5B 703,188 (703,188) D {702, 188) {703,188)
ttarm 8100-285-000 Depertmant of Eduaslion, Provislan Ch. B44/BB  Opan Meelings AoBrown Aat Refarm -0 [} 0 o 25 260,188 1280,168) 0 {260,188} (280,188)
Dpp2-03 Budgat Act (Ch I78/02) Total N 1,000 1,000 [] 1,000 148 16,230,478 (15.28,178} [}] (15.220,178) (15,228,178}
DD1-02 Budigat Act (Th T34D1) i
Itarn 5100-285-000 Deparimant of Educatian, Provision 6 Ch. 7778 Abusniss Bailot i [ ] [ i 227,013 (327,013) o (327,013} {azr a3)
itsm 8100-295-000 Deparimant of Ediestlon, Provislon 5 Oh. GBUTE Collsctva Bamelnlng 1] [\ 1] 0 o 4718811 4718811} D {4,718811) {4,718,811)
Jisrn 810D-295-000 Daperiment of Edupalion, Prwvielon 5 ch, 7BABE  Invastmanl Repore [} a [ o ] 20,013 {z0,013) ] (28,013) (28,013)
ftarm 5100-285-000 Dspaimant of Edusation, Froviaim 5 - ch, 48875 Mandaled Relmbimement Pronass ] (] g ] ] 348,583 (348,642) o {348,682) {348,582)
Itesm §100-286-000 Depattmant of Edudation, Frovisie 5 Ch. B844/85 Opan Meslings AoUBrawn Act Refum [} o o 0 1 22,784 122.784) [ zaged) 22784}
0o1-02 Budgat Act (Ch. 734/01) [ [ [ [] 1 5445,183 {5.445,183) 0 (5A4E,183) 16.44E,183)
000-01 & Prior BudlgetAnts | - - :
Item 8100-285-000 Deperimsnt of Edtsation, Frovislon 6 ch. BB7E  Collasiiva Bergalning [i] [ )] [} o 8.811,788 {8.811,788) ] (8,811,788) (8,811,788}
\lerm B100-285-0001 Gommunlty Gollagea Ch, 1/8¢  Haalth Fee Eliminalion 8,876,000 a [ i ] 84 7,800,483 {7.800483) o {7.800483) (7,800,483}
llem &100-235-000 Dapariment of Edunalinn, Provision & Ch. B41B6  Opsn Meelings Act/ Brown Ant Rsfarm o [i )] [ 0 2.508,718 {2,508.718) 0 (2.508,716) (2,508,716}
000-81 & Prinr Budgst Aots Total . . 2.878.000 [] a [] 84 17,020,858 {97,020,855) 0 {17.0120,886) {17,020, 868)
cenrsd Intarest i .
butipls Programa Acorued Interast Expansa for Communlty Callepen [} o D ] 0 2,005,536 (2,005,536} 0 {2.006,586) {2.005536)
_eoruad Iniarsst Total : ] [ ] ] ) '3 005,535 42,006,538} 0 (2,005,636} (2,005,635}
‘nmmunlly Collages Grand Total ©,678.000 2.000 7 2,000 352 48,137,883 {4D,135,883) 0 (49,13588%) (48138853}
‘tate Mandstad Cost Programs Grand Total 783,253,800 81,280 337,180 E54,070_ 7AEBE 1,732,046,670  (1,731,482.608) 34313 (1,731,626,822) (1,731 ABLE05)
LAl
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Commission on State Mandates

Local Agencies

Pending Test Claim Determinations

File Number | Original Filing Record
Date Clase Date Claimant Name of Test Claim, Subject Statutes, Executive Orders
4314 9/6/1988 3/8/2002 | County of San Bemardino
(inactive and assumed by | In-Home Supportive Services, Statutes 1981, Chapter 69.
new claimant)
— :
4419 12/31/1991 3/15/2002 | City of Newport Beach . S
(inactive and assumed by | California Fire Incident Reporting System as promulgated by the State Fire Marshal in the July 1990
. : new claimant) Fil wm,.SQ.Qmaw mmuoa.:u System Manual New.CFIRS Manual. (Amended by 00-TC-02)
98-TC-14 5/24/1999 5/3/2001 Oo::@ of Los Angeles DoSmwun Violence Arrests and Victim Assistance; Penal Code Sections 264. m 13701, 13519;
) 5 .wwmgmm 1 mmm Chapter 698.
99-TC-11 6/22/2000 2/15/2002 | County of Los Angeles Firearm Imm::@w for Discharged Inpatients, Welfare and Institutions Cods Subsections 8103(f)-and
| 8103(g), Statutes 1990, Chapter 9; Statutes 1991, Chapter 955; Statutes 1992, Chapter 1326;
Statites 1993, Chapters 610 and 611; Statutes 1994, O:mbwmw 22; Statutes A 996, Chapter 1075;
. Statutes 1999, Chapter 578.
0D0-TC-02 711772000 3/8/2002 | City of Newport Beach Gm@@é.m Fire Incident Report'System (CFIRS); Amendment adding Statutes 1987, Chapter 345.
o L , «mam:_&:m:w 8 Omikt:mc o
00-TC-20 6/29/2001 9/6/2001 County of Los Angeles . M
i go%mﬁ Oo:im:mm&o: Disability Benefts for m.,oswﬂami Employees; Labor Code Section 4850 —
Stalites 1977,. Chapter 981; Statutes 1989; Chapter 1464; Statutes+1998, Chapters 224 and 970;
.m.umwS,mm NQQQ O:muumﬁm mma and mmm (Amended E\ om.ﬂg@
00-TC-21 6/29/2001 10/30/2003 [County of Los Angeles ,UD& no:Sn:o: D2> OES, Proceedings; Penal Oo@m sections 1405 and 1417.9; Statutes 2000,
. Chapter 821. Eam:QmQ by 01-TC-08) . .
00-TC-22 6/29/2001 2/14/2002 | County of Los Angeles Sﬂmammmza\, Child Abitse and"Neglect {ICAN} Investigation Reports; Penal Code Part 4, Title 1,
Chapter 2, Atficle 2.5: The Child Abuse and Neglect Réporiing Act; Penal Code Séction 11168;
Former Penal Code Section 11161.7; Statutes 1974, Chapters 348 and 836; Statutes 1977,
Chapter 958; Statutes 1 980, Chapter 1071; CCR, Titls'1 1, Div: 1, O:mEmw 9, Article 2, sections 901,
903, 903; .m.Swm Form .w.w 8583, \n.u:: .w.m. mﬂm
00-TC-23 6/28/2001. 9/9/2002 | County of San Bemardino |In Home m:uuaa,\m Services = .m.mewmm 1 mm: Q:mEmw 91; mwm#;mm 1999, Chapter 90; Statutes
. o 2000, Chapter 445...
00-TC-28 71212001 2/27/2002 | County of San Bemardino | Mentaffy Daoamsmu Offenders: j‘mmwdmi asa Oo:n.ao: of th\m, Penal Code Section 2966;
: Statutes 1986, Chapter 858; Statutes 1987, Chapter mmw Statutes 1988, Chapfer 658; Stafutes
1989; O:mbwmw 228; ...#mw:wmm 1994, O:mbwmw 706,
01-TC-D1 8/13/2001 6/1 8/2002 | County of Sacramento Racial .USESQ Law Enforcement Training; mgmgmm 2000, msmbwmw 684.1
01-TC-07 10/24/2001 5/21/2002 | City of Palos Verdes Binding Arbitration; Statutes 2000, Chapter 906. )
Estates )
A R
Octoh, 2004 Local Claims ge 1




Commission on State Mandates

Local Agencies

Pending Test Claim Determinations

_\ 01-TC-08 11/1/2001 S\wc\.m,oow . Oo:.:a\ of Los Angeles >Sm:nim=w,, Post Conviction:” DNA Court Proceedings Test Claim Amendment, Penal Code
. o : Sections 1405:and 1417.9; Statutes 2001, Chapter 943..(Amendment to 00-TC-21)
01-TC-11 2812002 5/3/2002 | City of Los Angeles, | Local’ mmnamg:& Areas: Background Screenings; Public Resources Code Section 51 64; -
Departmernt of Wmﬂmmao:m m:wo.:\@o: «E 3 y and «E am% Statutes. ME: O:muﬁmﬁ 777
and Parks :
01-TC-13 4/18/2002 7/29/2002 | County of Orange . §on§mq w:EmQ Dmnuo: mumgmm moaa n:mnwma mmm
01-TC-15 5/17/2002 712972002 County of Orange Tlﬁmm: Dm< Qowm Qq <o~mﬁ xm.qumuo: mamwimm mo% Q_mummﬁ 899.
01-TC-16 6/3/2002 9/17/2002 | City of San Jose Fir ire Mmmmu\ Fmbmn@o:m of Care mmE\Emw m“mg,mm 1989; n:muﬁmﬁ 0993.
a1-TC-20 6/28/2002 8/30/2002 |CSAC - ElA & County of lmbmgm and m\moQ Borne llinesses Prasumpiion for Law Enforcement m:Q W refighters; Labor Code
Tehama . mmnuo: mm%xm mﬁmn;mm maaa Q_mumma%o Statutes 2001, Chapfer 833:
01-TC-23 6/28/2002 B/30/2002 |CSAC-EIA& County of ﬂ:um&&o@.m ﬁﬁm:iuno: for mﬁmm.@:wma Jail Guards, and CorrectionalOfficers; Labor Code
Tehama .m,mnuo: 3212.6; Statutes -1995,: Chapter. 683;-Statutes 1996,-Chapter 802.
- 01-TC-24 6/28/2002 8/30/2002 [CSAC-EIA& County of Emnsmamrvﬁmm:suuo: for Lay mzmcamsmi and Firefighters; Labor Code seclion 3212.9; Statut <
i , Tehama 2000, Chapter 883. M
. 01-T1C-25 6/28/2002 8/30/2002 |[CSAC-EIA'& Oo::@ of ho_\_\mﬁ mmnw \E:c\ wﬁmm::_uno: for Law Enforcement; Statutes 2001, Chapter 834. —
. Tehama
01-TC-26 713/2002 7/6/2004 | County of San Bernardino Em&nm&. Tndi mmichnm, Statutes 1982, O:mE,mhw 328 and 1594.(postmarked 6/28/02)
01-T1C-27 07/01/02 8/30/2002 | City of Newport Beach "Skin Om:nmﬁ vﬁmm:Sbwcz Bﬁtwmmzm&m hmwoﬁ Code section 3212.11; Stahutes 2001, O:mummﬁ 846.
01-TC-29 6/27/2002 1/24/2003 Oo::a\ of Alameda Domestic §o\m:nm mmn\@wbtzq Ovmn.ﬁw. .m.wmgmm 2001, Ommhwma 572 and N.\.m. ?mim:uiﬁmu on
- L ) 102y
01-TC-30 07/02/02 12/20/2002 | City and County of Tocal Govemnment mSEQS:m:N ‘Relafions; Statutes 2000, Chapter 901; Title 8, California Code of
Sacramento mmm:\mno:m Sections 31001-61630 Smm:ui&mq on. m:\a& i
- |

October 1, 2004

Local Claims
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Commission on State Mandates

Local Agencies

Pending Test Claim Determinations

02-TC-01

7/3/2002

1/23/2003

County of San Bemardino

California Youth Authority: Sliding Scale for Charges, Welfare and Institutions Code sections 912,
912.1, 912.5; Statutes 1996, Chapter 6; Stafutes 1998, Chapier 632.

02-TC-03

8/6/2002

10/14/2003

Oo::@ of Sacramento

Training Requirements for vadnwoﬁw and Academy Staff. POST Reguiations 1001, 1052, 1053,
1055, 1070, 1071, 1082.

02-TC-04

5/6/2002

3/13/2003

City of Newport Beach

Crime Statisfic Reports for the Department of Justice. Stafutes 1980, Chapter 1340; Stafutes 1982,
Chapter 147; Statutes 1984, Chapter 1609; Statutes 1989, Chapter 1172; Stahres 1992, Chapter
1338;.Statutes 1993, Chapter 1230; Statutes 1995, Chapters 803 and 965; Statutes 1998, Chapter
933; Statutes 1999, Chapter 571; Statufes 2000, Chapter 626; Statutes 2001, Chapters 468 and
483; and California-Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Center, Criminal Statistics
Reporting Requirements and Requirements Spreadsheet, March 2000.

02-TC-10

10/15/2002

1/13/2003

County of Los V:mm_mm

California w:ER Records Act: Disclosure Procedures; Government Code Secfions 6252, 6253,
62531, 6253.9, 6255; Statutes 2000, Chapter 982; Statutes 2002, Chapters 355, 945 and 1073.

02-TC-11

1172272002

3/13/2003

County of Sacramento

Crime Stalistic Reports for the Department of Justice: Siatuies 1980, Chapter 1340, Statutes 1 982
Chapter 147; Statutes 1984, Chapter 1609; Statutes 1989, Chapfer 1172; Statutes 1992, Chapter <t
awm.mwmwimmamwO:muﬁmlmwcmamgmmawmﬂrmuwmwmbwmmmﬁnmmﬂmwmﬁamuwmﬁmmm. m

Statutes 1998, Chapter 933; Statutes 1999, Chapter 571; Statutes 2000, Chapter 626; Statutes
2001, Chapter 468; Statutes 2001, Oamtnm...“mw

02-TC-18

4/18/2003

02-TC-20 -

SM2/2003

12/9/2003

County of Los Angeles

Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reporis; Penal Code seclions *mcmm.m. 13730, Family
Code section 6228, Statutes 2001, Chapter 483 and Statutes 2002, Chapters 377, 830, and 833.

7/30/2003

County of Los Angeles

De-Cerlification of Punch-Card Vofing Systems, Secretary of State's September 18, 2001 Oimw as
amended on December 17, 2001 and May 23, 2002

02-T1C-23

5/28/2003

9/25/2003

Sacramento Metropolitan
Fire District

Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCO). 'Government Code Sections 56326.5, 56381,
56381.6, 56001, 56425, 56430 and 56426.5, as added and amended by Stalutes- 1991, Chapter 439
(AB 748); Statules 2000, Chapter 761 (AB 2838); and Statutes 2002, Chapter 493 (AB 1948); and
“LAFCO Municipal Service Review Guidelines” (October 2002); and “LAFCO Municipal Service
Review Guidefines Appendices” (October 2002) of the Govemor’s Office of Planning and Research

02-TC-38

L

6/26/2003

Octob. 2004

'8/25/2003

Sacramento Metropolitan
Fire District

Essential Services Buildings. Statutes 1985, Chapter 1521; Stafutes 1990, Chapter 72; Statutes

1 2000, Chapter 463; and California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 1, Chapter 4, Article 1

Local Claims
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Commission on State Mandates

Pending ._,mmn o_m:: _umnmqa_:mzo:m

Local Agencies

Im:&.nmunmq and Disabled Students 1. Statutes 1 992, Ommnmmw N% .m.Nmmamm 1996, Chapter654;

02-TC-40 | 6/27/2003 | 1/30/2004 [County of Stanislaus
Stafufes 1998, Chapter 691; Statutes 2001, Chapter 745; Statutes 2002, Chapter 585; Stalutes
2002, Chapter 1167, ,_,.ﬁ&m 2, California Oonm of mmu:\mmo:m. anz.o:m 60000-60600

02-TCH41 6/27/2003 County of San Bemardino mmne=<m§=nm of Ummq Qn Emmm:& EQAQmDm anum@m Om;inmﬂm. O?m Oonm annoz 2941 as

02-TC49 6/30/2003 10/27/2003 | County of Los Angeles Co ~Imm§ mmg.mmw mcw h:u% S\mﬁ Dﬁm?@mm. ‘Government Ooam Sections'7570, 7571,
..NmNN wam.m ,wamﬁm Nﬂw 7576, 7579, 7584, 7585, NMmm 7586.7, Nmmw 7588; as added’or
‘amended by:Statutes 1984, Chapter 1747; Statutes.1985, Chapters, 107, 1274; Statutes 1986,
‘Chapter11337Statites-1992;Chapter: 7695 Statutes- 1994, Chapter 1128; Statutes 1996, Chapter
654; Statutes 1998; Chapter-691;-Statites:2001; Chapter 745z Statutes-2002, Chapter 585, and -
Title 2, Galifornia.Code of Regulations, ‘Division 9, Secfions 60000-60610

02-TC-50 6/30/2003 9/8/2003 | County of Los Angeles mmr.g.m.ﬁnmm.mmw@:mahmzn Oa:u&m&o:& Districts. ‘Statutes M.caﬁ,ﬁ:wuwmwmamm:m the Senals

; Eleclions:and Reapportionment Commifiee Instructions Issued on September 24, 2001
03-TC-D8 9/25/2003 City of Newport Beach Em:n@ ,m_m# m.mzm\ Oo&m mmn&oam 530.6. mzn 530.6, as amended and added by Stats. 2000,
03-TC-10 | 9/25/2003 | 1/0/2004 |Sacramento Mefropolitan Govemment, 15 9104 475
_u.qm Dmum&:mﬂ
02-TC49 8/4/2003 1/30/2004 ,Oo:_,&\ of _.om >:um_mm
. .\mmﬁ Num 4mm~ mn_ama oﬂ mEm:nm _u< mnm 65198 O:m_uﬁm,_n 1?3 mﬁgmm Emm O:muﬁm_w S.\
42745 Statitas 1986, Ormuﬁmq 1933; Stattes™ 41992 O:muﬁq 759; Staftes: 1994; Chapter 1128;
MEEEm Gwm Chapter mm» mﬁn:mm Ewm D:mtﬁmﬂ 691; mﬂgmm MoE O:muﬂmﬂ 745; Stahutes
. R Coe . i ) .:,.“ S R
03-TC-11 9/26/2003 5/27/2004 | County of Sacramento vmzzm:m:wgmmi <o~,ma : mmnuo: Oon .wmnuc:m 3200 %B:Q: mmam as added or'amended by

..wwm:;mm* .f_ D:m er 920;- mﬂgmm Emm O:muumw NMA Statites 2001, Chapter 918; Statutes
MDE O:mu ﬁ.o..mm m:Q mwm:;mm MQQN O:muwmﬁ 664 ,

October 1, 2004

Local Ciaims
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GCommission, on'State Mandates

Local >m_ cies .

_um:a._:.m_ ._|mmn Claim Dﬁmﬂ:.:mzczm

03-TC-12

9/26/2003

27512004

County of Santa Clara

.| Airport Land Use Commission/Plans Il, Public Uliliies Code Sections 21670, 21675, and 21676 as |

| Chapter 844; ‘Statutes 1980, Chapter 725; and Statutes 1981, Chapter 714; Statutes 1982, Chapler

‘Statutes:-1990, Chapter 563; Statutes 1991, Chapter 140; Statutes 1993, Chapter 59; Statutes 1994,

added or amended by Statutes’ 1967, OzmHmﬁ 852; Statutes 1970, Chapter 1182; Statutes 1973,
1047; Statutes 1984, Chapter 1117; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1018; Statutes 1989, Chapter 306;

Chapter 644, Statutes mccc Oamuamﬁ 506;:Stalutes 2002, Chapter 438;.and Statutes 2002, Chapter
971-

03-TC-13

'8/26/2003

City of Newport Beach

‘| Prevailing s\mmmm. hmuoﬁ Code m.m%o:m 1720, 1720:3;. 1720:4::1726,:1727, 1735, 1742, 1770,

1771, 1771.5,°1771.6, and 1773:5 as added:oramended by, Statutes 1976, Chapter 1084; Statutes
1976, Chapter 1174; Statutes 1980, Chapter 992; Statutes 1983, Chapter 142; and Stafutes 1983,
Chapter 143; Stafules 1989, Chapter 278; Statutes 1989, Chapter 1224; Statutes-1992, Chapter
913; Staiutes 1992, :mbamﬁ 1342; Statutes 1 999, Chapter 83; Statutes 1998, Chapter 220; Slatutes
mcaa Oambwm.w 881; Statutes maca Oam r954; Slatites?2001,-Chapter 938; and Staiutes 2002,

: ] =X m@:\muo:m anno:m ﬂ mcg through 16802

. 03-TC-14

9/26/2003

County of Santa Qw..m_

ﬂ:umﬁ:\o@m Oo:#o\ Immg m:n .m.mwmu\ Ooum anuoam 121367, &m& mmm 121363, 121364, 121365,
121366, 121367, 121368, and 121369, as added or amended E\ “Statutes 1993, Chapter 676;
.wamas_mm ﬂ 994, OamE.mw mmm mamn;mm ﬂ mmw O:muwma 116 and 294; and Statutes 2002, Chapter Nmm.

03-TC-15 _

9/26/2003

City of Kingsburg

" FReservé PedceOfficer’ d‘mSSu mﬁmn;mmAmd Qumu&mﬁ 887; Statutes 1979, Chapter 987; mwmw:w.a,

1980, Chapters 1301and 1340; Statutes 1982, Chapter 79; Statutes 1983, Chapter 446; Stalutes m

11984, Ghapter761;;Statutes 1986, Chapter;160;: Statirtes 1988, Chapter 1482; Statutes 1989,
|-Chapters-594 and. 1.165; mﬂmgmmtamo Chapter1695; Statutes 1991, Chapter 509; Statutes 199,
- Chapters 169 and’ 71 8; Statutes 1994, Chapters 117 and 676; Statutes 1993-94 Extra Session,

Chapler 26; Statutes 1995, Chapter 54;: Statutes 1996, Chapter 1142; Statutes 1997, Chapter 127;
Statutes 1998, Chapter 190; Statutes 1999, Chapter 111 Statirfes 2000, Chapter 287; and Statutes
2001, Chapter 473; and the Post Administrative Manual, Section B

03-TC-18

9/29/2003

1/30/2004

City of Newport Beach

Test Claim: Peace Officers Procedural Bill of Rights ll. Statutes 1976, Chapter 465; Statutes 1994,
Chapter 1259; Statutes 1997, Chapter 148; Statutes 1998, Chapters 786, 263, and 112; Stahites
1999, Chapter 338; Statutes 2000, O:muﬁm_. Mow ‘and Statutes 2002, Chapters 1156 and 170

03-TC-23

10/1/2003

County of San Bemnardino

| Section 14310, .. . .

Voter Identification Procedures. Statutes of 2000, Chapter 260 (Sections 1 & 2J: Elections Code

98-TC-14

12/22/2003

County of Los Angéles

1 Test Qm:: >Em:QSm:n Domestic Violence Arrests and Victim Assistance: Statutes 1998, Chapter

702

Octobe 2004
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" Commission on State Mandates

School Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

- Record -
File Number| O.:m.:m_ Close Claimant Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders
Filing Date Date )
96-358-03 | 12/23/1996 | 2/27/1999 |San Juan USD “Pupil Expulsions II” Stahites 1996, Chapter 15.
96-358-03A | 6/6/1997 |2/27/1999!San Juan USD “Pupil Expulsions II” Statutes 1996, Chapter 1052. .
96-358-04 | 12/23/1996 | 2/27/1999|San Juan USD “Pupil Expulsions'II”,'Statutes 1 mw,m. Chapter972.~
96-358-04A | 6/6/1997 |2/27/1999/San Juan USD “Pupil Suspensions’II”, Statutes* 1996, Chapter 951.
97-TC-09 | 12/29/1997 | 2/17/1998 |Kem County mncomuc:m\ ,m.m.@.nmm Em: moﬁ mxumamn wEim mwmmcﬁmm Ewm Ormuwmq Smm. X
Superintendernt of .- e ’
Schools. - .
98-TC-18 | 6/10/1999 |5/21/2001 |Sierra CCD i
98-TC-22 | 6/28/1999 | 2/27/1999 |San Juan USD ﬁ@m@gmﬁ& >am&amzﬂ
98-TC-23 6/28/1999 |2/27/1999 |San Juan USD
99-TC-05 | 11/20/1999 | 3/15/2001 |Westen Placer usb
99-TC-14 | 6/29/2000 Western Placer USD
and Fenton Avenue-
Charter School
.oo.._.OL,o 5/7/2001 |7/30/2001 |Sweetwater UHSD Pupil QmQESm mmnoﬂm.. mﬁgmm Maom O:mnﬁmqwhm mgmm wmﬂ.bsmnﬁma 637.. -
oo.._.ﬁh.i 5N .Q\MOE 9/18/2001 {Carpinteria USD " | “Notification to Tedchers: Pupils Subject fo: ‘Suspension-or:Expulsion {17} Statutes Nooo.
> ) e Chapter 345 (AB 29); Education Cdde Section:48201 and:49079. ] :
00-TC-17 | 6/27/2001 |7/31/2001 |Clovis USD Agency Fee Amrangements ;.Govermnment Code:Sections 3543, 3546, 3546.3, mﬁmEﬁmm 2000,
Chapter 893, mﬂgmm Bmo O:mwwm 816 Qrsm:umu 5\3.._.0; 3
01-TC-02 | 9/1M9/2001 | 1/6/2002 |Lassen & San Luis CalSTRS Q‘mu. e OoSbm mm jon ;Staftiies 1999, Ormtﬁmq mmm Amma:u#c ‘Statutes 2000,
Obispo County Offices |Chapter Swﬁ. 3 2700); macnmacz Oanm mmnzd: 2211922
o .|of Education . _
01-TC-08 | 12/5/2001 | 2/4/2002 |San Jose USD . EBMSQ Children mmnoﬂ mﬁmﬁ:nmm Ammo Chapters 1013 and 832, mﬁ:nmm 1996, Chapter
) 277, wBE»mm Awmh O:mwﬁrmlmmm mE::mm 1986, Chapter 249; Education Code Section
38139, 490685, 49068.6, 49370. B

October 1, 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

wn:ou_ Districts and Community Gollege Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

01-TC-14 , 5/1/2002

7/31/2002 | Clovis USD

Record
" Origi
File Number E_m”mm.m“_ﬁm Close Claimant Name of Test Claim: m:Emnn mnmﬁ:mm Executive Orders
Date | 0 - .
>Bm:a3m:n >um:n< Tmm E.E:mmﬂm:ﬁ maa_:m mﬁmn:nmm NOS O:mwwmq 805; to Statutes

2000, Oszwm_. 893, Statutes 1980, Chapter 816; Govemment Code Sections 3543, 3546,
3546.3.. .. ..

01-TC-17 | 6/3/2002

San Juan USD

Pupil w:.w.cm:.ﬂo:m : >:._m:a3m:w mﬁ_:nm&o: Ooam mmnﬁ_o:m Amwoo and 48900.3, as. )
amended by Statutes 1999, Ormuﬁmq 646; mﬁgmm 2001, O:mnﬁm_, 484. Qy:_m:aami 8 96-
358-04, 56-358-04A,,96- 358-03, 98-TC-23)

01-TC-18 6/3/2002

San Juan USD

Pupil Expulsions Il Amendment. Education Code m.mn:o:w Ammoo REmoo w Amm:m Amm:m 4
48918, 48919, 48923, as added or amended by "Statutes 1998, Chapter 489; Stattues 1999,
Chapters 332 and 646;-and Statutes. MooA O:muﬁma 116, 484, (Amendment to 96-358-03, 96-

358-03A, 96-358-03B, 98-TC-23) .

01-TC21 | 6/28/2002

e e

1/21/2003 |San Bemardino CCD

Child Abuse and. Zm,ﬁmnm mmbn_:,.:m mﬂw;mm 2001, Chapter 754;_ Statutes 2001, Chapter
133; mﬂmEﬁmm 20 0 Osmnﬂmﬁ 916; mﬂgmm Mooo Ormtﬁmﬁ 287, mE::mm ._mmm O:muﬁmq 311;

Statutes 1990, Chapter 1603;Statutes 1990, O:muﬁmﬂ g31;’S ahites 1988, O:muﬁmlmmwo
mﬂgmm 1988, O:mu.ﬁmq Mmm.‘mﬁmn;mm 1988, O:muﬁq 3g; mwmnhmm 1987, Ozmuﬁmﬁ 1459;
Statutes 1987, Chapter 1444; Statutes 1987, Ozmuﬁma 1418; Statutes 1987, Chapter SMQ

mﬂimm émm. Chapter Amo mm_imm 1991, o:muaq:om maﬁamaﬁ , Chapter am

Statutes. 1987, Chapter 640; Statutes 1986, Chapter 1289; Statutes 1986, Chapter 248;
Statutes 1985, O:.muﬁmq ._mwm mﬁmEﬁmm 1985, Chz ﬁmq 1572; Statutes 1985, Chapter 1528;
Statutes 1985, Ghapter 1. Awo mﬂn:mm ._mmm O:mvﬁq ._omm mm&nmm L_mmm O:mEm_. #K

Statutes 1 mmo O:muﬁmq 1117; Statutes 1 mmo O:muﬁmﬂ A oi Statutes \_mmo O:muﬁmﬁ mmm
Statutes 1979, Chapter 373; Statutes 1978, Chapter 136; Statutes 1977, Chapter 958;
Stahites 1976, O:muwml._mw Statutes 1976; ‘Chapter 242; Statutes 1975, Chapter 226;
Penal Code mmono:m 2732111615, 11161.6, 11161.7, 11164,:11165, 1165:1,11165.2,
11165.3, ._imm.A ._.:mmm ._.:mm m 11165.7, A.Imm 9, 11165.14, 11166, 11166.5, 11168
and 11174.3. -

Octol , 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

School Districts and-Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

File Number|

Original
Filing Date

-Record
Close
Date

Claimant

Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders

01-T1G-22

6/28/2002

11/7/2002

San Juan USD

'Academic Performance Index; Education Code Sections 44560 et al., title 5, CCR Sections
1 owl_ 53:@: l_cwm mﬁ::mm 2001 (SB l_Mmmv O:muﬁmﬂ 887; Statutes 2001, O:muﬁma 749 (AB

D1-TC-28

6/28/2002

12/8/2003

Clovis USD

:mu,aawm ‘Stitittes. 1980; 9% ,,ﬂ.omm mmﬁmmaa

ik P

53 hapter 1249; Statutes 1977 Chapter 42 mﬁammﬁa

s phavid Sroy ST st g

Chapter 3/3; mﬂmﬁ
79; mﬁmnnmm;mum nwrm_mﬁml .E mﬁgmw _mu,@ Oq. .qu 86 m@gmw 976,

B.\.m O:mnﬁm_, 281; Labor Code

2 I Fth

anno:m Aﬁmo. .ANMD.M. Amew :mm ANM.\ Awmm 1735, Aﬂ: A.\#M ANAMA .Ew 17.50,
, 72,1773, 17731, 17732,1773.3, 17735, 177356, 1775, 1778,

LT ol L 2t N

R rY

.. 1812, 11 73,186 Bo:m::mn_ below to :mxm nm_c v:c__n

L SR =

Title Om_._moa_m ‘Code of 8, mmm:_mzozm anno: ‘_mcco

et rees

'Sections 16426 through:16428,- Sections 1t mm&oi

LA L 239

Amnmmhﬁ_dcmsg »um mmnnoz Ammmo mmn 0

02-TC-02 i

7M17/2002

9/23/2002

County of Los Angeles

and San Diego USD

._.O >3m=a3m:ﬁ mmn_n__: Mm: D_mmo cm_u as Oo.n_m_sm_:s <<o:6_,m Oo:ﬁm:mmnc: _u_mm_u___q
Benefits for ®o<m_.:5m=~ Employees.. .Lahor Code- Section 4850, as amended by Statutes

2000; O:muﬁma,mmo and.929; .mﬁmEHm 1999.. O:muﬁm MMA and 970; Stafutes 1989, Chapter
1464; and. Statutes 1977, Chapter 981.(Amendment to 00- ._.O.MS

~02-TC-05

09/13/02

12/27/02

Santa Monica CCD

Racial \uai.za. Law- m:moam,ﬂmmw w.am\zmza (K~ é. vm:m,_ Code anu.u:;wﬂ 94, mﬂgmw
2004, Chapter854-(SB-205);-Statutes 2000;-Chapter:684 (SB 1102); mm&:mm 1992, Chapter

“|1267 (AB 401); Statutes 1990, o_aualmm (SB'2680). -

October 1, 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

School Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

File Number]

Original

Filing Date

Record
Close
Date

Claimant

Name of Test Claim: Subject mﬂEﬁmm“ Executive Orders

02-TC12

2/11/2003

3/25/2004

San Monica CCD

Crime Stalistics Reporis (K-14); Statutes 1979, Chapters 255 and 860 (SB 281 and AB
1421); Statutes 1980, Chapter 1340 (SB 1447); Statutes 1982, Chapters 142 and 147 (SB
561 and Senate Resolution 64); Statutes 1984, Chapter 1609 (SB 1472); Statutes 19889,
Chapter 1172 (SB 202); Statutes 1992, Chapter 1338 (SB 1184); Statutes 1993, Chapter

1230 (AB 2250);

Statutes 1995, Chapters 803 and 965 (AB 488 and SB 132); Statutes 1996, Chapters 872 and
1142 (AB 3472 and SB 1797); Statutes 1998, Chapter 933 (AB 1999); Statutes 1999,
Chapters 561, 659, 661, and 662 (AB 59, SB 355, AB 825, and SB 218); Statutes 2000,
Chapters 254, 626, and 1001 (SB 2052, AB 715, and SB 1944); Statutes 2001, Chapters 468
and 483 (SB 314 and AB 469); Statutes 2002, Chapter 833 (SB 1807); California Department
of Justice, Criminal Statistics Reporting Requirements, March 2000.

02-TC-13

2/21/2003

6/30/2003

San ,_,omm usD

Pupil Safety Notices. Statutes 1983, Chapter 498 (SB 813); Statutes 1984, Chapters 482 and
948 (AB 3757 and AB 2548); Stattues 1986, Chapters 196 and 332 (AB 1541 and AB 2824);
Statutes 1992, Chapter 445 and 1317 (AB 3257 and AB 169); Statutes 1993, Chapter 489

(AB 2211); Statutes 1994, Chapter 1172 (AB 2978); Statutes 1996, Chapter 1023 (SB 1023)
Statutes 2002, Chapter 492 (AB1859); Education Code Sections 32242, 32243, 32245,
46010.1, 48904, 48904.3 and 48987; Welfare and _:mnEzo:m Code Section 18285; California
Code of Regulation, Title 5, Section 11523.

02-TC-16

2/27/2003

6/13/2003

Santa Monica CCD

Lifeguard Skin Cancer Presumpfion (K-14). Statutes 2001, Chapter 846 (AB 663); _umco_.‘
Code Section 3212.11.

02-TC-17

2/27/2003

6/13/2003

Santa Monica CCD

Hepatitis Presumption (K-14). Stahutes 2000, Chapter Amo Amm 32); Statutes 2001, Chapter
883 (AB 196); Labor Code Section 3212.8.

02-TC-19

5/12/2003

8/18/2003

Santa Monica CCD

CalSTRS Service Credit. Statutes 1993, Chapter 893 (AB 1796)Statutes 1994, Chapters 20
(SB 858), 507 (AB 2647), 603 (AB 2554), and 933 (AB 3171)Statutes 1995, Chapters 390 (AB
1122), 394 (AB 948), and 592 (AB 1298)Statutes 1996, Chapters 383 (AB 3221), 608 (AB
2673), 634 (SB 2041), 680 (SB 1877), and 1165 (AB 3032)Statutes 1997, Chapters 482 (SB
471) and 838 (SB 227) Statutes 1998, Chapters 965 (AB 2765), 967 (AB 2804), 1006 (AB
1102), 1048 (SB 2085), and 1076 (SB 2126)Statutes 1999, Chapter 939 (SB 1074) Statutes
2000, Chapters 402 (AB 649), 880 (SB 1694), 1020 (AB 820), 1021 (AB 2700), 1025 (AB
816), and 1032 (SB 1435)Statutes 2001, Chapters 77 (SB 165), 159 (SB 662), 802 (SB 499),
and 803 (SB 501); Statutes 2002, Chapter 375 (AB 2982); Education Code Section 22000, et

al. Q

OctoL

, 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

School Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinatians

. Record
Oriai
File Number .:m.:m_ Close Claimant Name of Test Claim: m:E.mnﬁ Statutes; Executive Orders
Filing Date Date
02-TC-21 5/23/2003 Contra Costa CCD ﬂ:&oa;nmm <<m~<m~m.. mE#nmm l_mxd Chapi wm Amm mmv mmmgmm ‘mﬂm O:mnwmn 980 (AB.

4289); mﬁﬁnmm ers : m and M»M cpm iw and >w mamv mﬁgmm Eww O:muﬂmlww

|Statutes 1993, Chapter 8 (AB.46); wﬁamm 1995, Q_%aa 389 and 758 (AB 723 and AB

ﬁmv Statutes 1997, O:muﬁma hwm ﬁ>m 1317); Stahrtes 1998, Chapter 952 (AB 639); Statutes
2000, O:muﬁm_.m 571.and 949 oaw 1346 and.AB 632);.Statutes. 2001, Chapter 814 (AB 540);
and Statutes 2002 Chapter 450 (AB 3\_3 Education Code Section 68044, et al. California
Code of mmm:_muo:m Title 5, Section ‘54002, et al.. Revised Guidelines and, Information,
“Exemption from Nonresident Tuition,” Chancellor of the California Community Colleges. (May:]

October 1, 2004

School Claims
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Commission on State Mlandates

School Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

File Number]

Original
Filing Date

mmno_.n._
Close
Date

Claimant

Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders

02-TC-22

5/23/2003

West Kern CCD

Disabled Student Programs and Services . Education Code Sections 67300, 67301, 67302,
67310, 67311, 67312, and 84850, as added and amended by Statutes 1977, Chapter 36 (AB
447), Statutes 1978, Chapter 1403 (AB 2670), Statutes 1979, Chapters 282 and 1035 (AB 8
and SB 186), Staiutes 1981, Chapter 796 (SB 1053), Statutes 1982, Chapter 251 (AB 1729),
Statutes 1983, Chapter 323 (AB 223), Statutes 1985, Chapter 903 (SB 1160), Statutes 1986,
Chapter 248 SB 2451), Statutes 1987, Chapters 829 and 998 (AB 746 and SB 252), Statutes
1990, Chapters 1066 and 1206 (AB 2625 and AB 3928), Statutes 1991, Chapter 626 (AB
1021), Statutes 1992, Chapter 1243 (AB 3090), Statutes 1995, Chapter 758 (AB 446),
Statutes 1999, Chapter 379 (AB 422), and Statutes 2001, Chapter 745 (SB 1191);

Califomia Code of Regulations, Title 5, Sections 54100, 55522, 55602.5, 56000, 56002,
56004, 56005, 56006, 56008, 56010, 56020, 56022, 56026, 56027, 56028, 56029, 556030,
56032, 56034, 56036, 56038, 56040, 56042, 56044, 56046, 56048, 56050, 56052, 56054,
56060, 56062, 56064, 56066, 56068, 56070, 56072, 56074, and 56076; and Implementing
Guidelines for Title 5 Regulations, Disabled Student Programs and Services

02-TC-24

6/5/2003

San Juan USD and
Santa Monica CCD

Reporting Improper Governmental Activities. Education Code Sections 44110, 44111, 44112,
44113, 44114, 87160, 87161, 87162, 87163, and 87164, as added and amended by Statutes
2000, Chapter 531 (AB 531), Statutes 2001, Chapters 159 and 416 (SB 662 and AB 647), and
Statutes 2002, Chapter 81 (AB 2034) .

02-TC-25

6/5/2003

Los Rios CCD

Notice to Students. Education Code Sections 66281.5 and 66721.5, as added and amended
by Statutes 1898, Chapter 914 (AB 499), and Statutes 2000, Chapter 187(AB 1918); and
Califomnia Code of Regulations, Tile 5, Sections 51006, 54626, 54805, 55005, 55202, 55530,
55534, 55750, 55752, 55753, 55758, 55759, 55760, 55761, 55762, 55764, 55765, 55800,
58102, 58104, 59404, and 59410 ‘

02-TC-26

6/10/2003

4/19/2004

San Bemardino CCD

Peace Officer Instructor Training . Title 11, Califomia Code of Reguiations, Sections 1001,
1052, 1055, 1056, 1058, 1070, 1071, and 1082

02-Tc-27

6/13/2003

Santa Monica CCD

Employment of College Faculty and Administrators. Education Code Sections 70901, 87356,
87357, 87358, 87359, 87360, 87360.1, 87611, 87663, 87714, 87740, 87743.2, 87743.3,

Chapter 1023, Statutes 1995, Chapter 758, Statutes 1993, Chapter 506, Stafutes 1990,
Chapter 1302, Statutes 1988, Chapter 973, Statutes 1981, Chapter 470; and California Code
of Regulations, Tritle 5, Sections 53130, 53403, 53406, 53407, 53410, 53410.1, 53412,-53414,
53415, 53416, 53417, 53420, and 53430

87743.4, and 87743.5; as added and amended by Staiutes 2000, Chapter 124, Statutes 1998,

Octot , 2004
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GCommission on State Mandates

School Districts and Community College Districts

File Number

Original
Filing Date

" Record
Close
Date

Claimant

Pending Test Claim Determinations

zm._dm of ﬂmm\n Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders

02-TC-28

6/13/2003

Long Beach CCD

Cal mﬁm:mm ma:omuo: Ooam m ons mmKwM.m mwAwN m '69433,69433.5, 694336, 69433.7,
mmKwA mw#w&m mmawm mmbmm mmamm 69436.5, mmhwﬂ 69437.3, mm#wum mmﬁmw 69440,

{and mmm._ Pm as mnnmn m:n mam:ama c< Statites moo._ O:mvﬁmﬂ 159; mﬂmEﬂmm moE Chapter

8, m:n mﬁmﬁ:ﬁ Mooo.b:muﬁmﬂpom" and Ow_moam Oonm of mmm:_mno:m Title 5, Sections

30002, wooou woom woomm woomu m:n 30032

02-TC-29

6/13/2003

4/28/2004

West Rm:_... CCD

|56298; a

mimaamq Onnoﬁsé vabsm\:m m:Q Mmgnmm -Education Code. anuozm 69640, 69641,
69641.5, 69643, 69648, 69649, 69652, 69655,and 69656; as added and amended by

|Statutes ._mmo O:m_uﬂm_»._ mm mwmﬂnmm 1990, Chapter 1372, Statutes 1985, Chapter 1586,

and mﬂmEﬁmm 198. -1178; and, Om_;c_.:_m Code cm xmm:_m:o:m Title 5, Sections

156200, mmwo._ 56202, mmmo» mmmom 46208, mmﬁo mmNNo 96222, mmMMA mmwmm 56230,
.|96232, mmNmA 56236, mmmwm mmw 0, 56252, mmmm# mmmmm_‘mmmmm mmmmo 56262, 56264,

mmmwo m 272, mmmﬁ mmmwm 56278, 56280, 56290, 56292, 56293, 56295, 56296, and
mO_um _Su_m:_m:u:m m:_nm__:mm O:m:nm__o_. of the Om_ao_.:_m Community Oo__mmmm
Em::mé Noomv .

02-TC-30

6/18/2003

3/23/2004

Clovis Cm_u,..

.woaoi mmnzﬂmm m::QSu mmaEﬁmSm:wm (See: mnmn:mn non:Bm:H for Om_sno::m Ooam 9«

Regulations, Education Code Sections, and Ormvwm_‘ Bills.)

October 1, 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

School Districts and Community-Gollege Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

Record
. Origi .
File Number| ___ ginal Close Claimant Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders
Filing Date Date

02-TC-31 , 6/23/2003

Santa Monica CCD

Minimum Conditions for State Aid. Education Code Sections 212, 212.5, 213, 214,
221.5,221.7, 66010.2, 66010.7, 66016, 66030, 66251, 66252, 66261, 66261.5, 66262,
66262.5, 66263, 66264, 66270, 66271.7, 66281.5, 66290, 66291, 66292, 66292.3, 66271,
66271.5, 66722, 66722.5, 66731, 66732, 66738, 66737, 66738, 66740, 66741, 66742, 66743,
70801, 70901.5, 70902, 71027, 72011, 72012, 72013, 72014, 78015, 78016, 78211.5, 78212,
78213, 78214, 78215, 78216, 81820, 81821, 81823, 87101, 87102, 87482.6, 87482.7, as
added and amended by Statutes 2002. Chapter 1169, Statutes 2000, Chapter 187, Statutes
1999, Chapter 587, Statutes 1998, Chapters 1023, 914, 365, Statutes 1995, Chapters 758
and 493, Statutes 1991, Chapters 1198, 1188, and 1038, Statutes 1990, Chapters 1667 and
1372, Statutes 1988, Chapters 1514 and 973, Statutes 1986, Chapter 1467, Statutes 1984,
Chapter 1371, Statutes 1983, Chapters 537 -and 143, Statutes 1982, Chapters 1329 and
1117, Statutes 1981, Chapters 891 and 470, Statutes 1980, Chapter 910, Statutes 1979,
Chapters 977 and 797, Statutes 1977, Chapters 967 and 36, Statutes 1976, Chapters 1176, 1

and California Code of Regulations, Title 5, Sections 51000, 51002, 51004, 51006, 51008,
51010, 51012, 51014, 51016, 51018, 51020, 51021, 51023, 51023.5, 51023.7, 51024, 51025,
510286, 51027, 51100, 51102, 53001, 53002, 53003, 53004, 53005, 53006, 53020, 53021,
53022, 53023, 53024, 53025, 53026, 53033, 53034, 53200, 53202, 53203, 53204, 53207,
53300, 53301, 53302, 53308, 53309, 53310, 53311, 53312, 53314, 54220, 55000, 55000.5,
55002, 55002.5, 55004, 55005, 55006, 55100, 55130, 55150, 55160, 55170, 55182, 55200,
55201, 55202, 55205, 55207, 55209, 55211, 55213, 55215, 55217, 55219, 55300, 55316,
55316.5, 55320, 55321, 55322, 55340, 55350, 55401, 55402, 55403, 55404, 55500, 55502,
55510, 55512, 55514, 55516, 55518, 55520, 55521, 55522, 55523, 55524, 55525, 55526,
55530, 55532, 55534, 55600, 55601, 55602, 55602.5, 55603, 55605, 55607, 55620,

55630, 55750, 55751, 55752, 55753, 55753.5, 55753.7, 55754, 55755, 55756, 55756.5,
55757, 55758, 55758.5, 55759, 55760, 55761, mm.wmm. 55763, 55764, 55765, 55800, 55800.5,
55801, 55805, 55805.5, 55806, 55807, 55808, 558089, 55825, 55827, 55828, 55829, 55830,
55831, 68102, 58104, 58106, 58107, 58108; and Handhook of Accreditation and Policy
Manual, Accredifing Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (Summer 2002);
Program and Course Approval Handbook, Chancellor’s Office California Community Colleges
(September 2001); and Student Equily Guidefines for Developing a Plan, Fall 2002, The
Academic Senale for California Community Colleges (Appendix 1: Chancellor’s Office
“Situdent Equity Plan Review Procedures and Instructions); Appendix 3: Chancellor’s Office
Student Equity: Regulations and Guidelines, Revised May 14, 1997, adopted by the
Academic Senale Fall 2002) (Hereafter cited as Education Code Section 212, et al.)

Octob. 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

School Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

Original

File Number Filing Date

Record
Close
Date

Claimant

zm._dm of ._.mmﬁ n_m_Sm:EmnﬁmHEﬁmm mxmn:ﬂ,sm..dnm_m_.‘w

02-TC-33 | 6/23/2003

FHHHHHEHRE

Bakersfield City
School District-and
Sweetwater UHSD

-Comprehensive .wo:o w mma\ .Em:m 1 mn cation Oonm an:o:m 35294.1, 35294.2,
wmmf 6,35294. 8...Statittes 2001, O:m_uﬁm_‘ B646; ngmm MDE O:muﬁmn 890; Statutes 2002,
Chapter m: mﬁm.p:mm Moow Chapter 5086; mEgmm Moom O:muﬁmqﬁwm

02-TC-34 | 6/23/2003

Riverside USD and the
Palomar CCD

mEc.mi mmno_dm. §S§:5 Oo:QEo:m for. mmmwm Aid . mn:nm:o: Ooam Mmomo:m 49062,
490865, Awomu Amomm .\.Amomw 3 Awomm 5, Amo&m 5, Amod 49078, ﬂmmwo 76223, 76225,

- |76234, 76244 ﬂmNAm m:a.M 6246 as added and amended c< mﬁgmm 1975, O:mEmn 816;

Statutes 1976, Chapter 1297; Statutes 1980, Chapter 1347; Statutes 1983, Chapter 498;
Statute 1989, Chapter 593; Statutes 1993, Chapter 561; Statutes 1995, Chapter 758; Statites
1996, Chapter 879; mﬁz:mm 1998, O:muﬁm_‘ 314; Statutes: 1998, O:m_uwm_‘ me m:n_ Statutes

2000; Chapter 67

02-TC-35 | 6/24/2003

Clovis USD and Santa
Monica CCD

Public Contracts (K .?c m:_u__o Oo:qmﬂ Code Sections momo 2001, 3300, 6610, 71 04, 71 01,
7109, 9203, Smmm AMS rmaSo MO._ol_ 20102, NEom 5, MEom B, MoSw ‘8, MEDA

MDSA 2,20104.4, 03 .2010 mo Nﬁ:ou Mo:o MSj 20111.5:20116; mommo Momﬂ
20651.5, 20657, Nommw waoc Bitsiness. s Cade Sedciiori’ 7028.15; and
Om_:“oa_m Code of mmm:_mnc:m Title 5, wmnno:m mmmo 9504, 59505; 59506; m:a mmmom
mﬁm.Eﬁmm 1976, O:mvﬁmn 921; mﬁgmm 1977, O:mEm_‘m wm and 631; mgmm 1980, O:muﬁmq

1255; Statutes 1981, AO:muﬁm_‘m 194 and Aﬂo Statutes ._mwm Chapters’ mmA 465, and 513;"

Statutes 1983, Chapter 256; Statutes 1984 rO:mnwm_‘m 173, 728, and.758; Statutes 1985,

..

|Chapter 726; wwmﬁnmm 1995, O:muﬁm_. mo# m:a mmﬂ..mﬁmn_ﬁmm 1997, O:mnﬁma 390 m:n_ 722;
Statutes ._ 998

O:mvﬁm_‘ 1073; mﬁgmm m_wm O:muﬁm_‘m 886-and*1060; Statutes' 1987, Chapter 102; Statutes
1988, Ozmna_‘m 38and 08;'Sta ‘1089, Q:muwmam 330, 869, and 1163; Statutes 1990,
O:mqum 321, mmA .808 and 3.3 Statutes Em: O:m_uﬁma 785°and 933; Statutes 1992,
Chapters’ 294, 799, and 1042; - Statutes 1993, Ormuﬁma 1032 and 1195 Statites 1994,

126, 127, 159, Mwm and .\ﬂm m:a mBEmm Moom O:m_umm_. 455

02-TC-36 : 6/25/2003

8/18/2003

Clovis USD

.wcﬂ\:m _Uatm&\ Ln.Em.oa\ Goaaﬁmmm macnmmc: Cade wmo:o:m :wmﬂ Aﬂwmm 17389,
17390, and 17391 as added:and amended: c< mﬁ#;mm Emm O:mqu 689, mﬁn:mm 1 mmK
Chapter 584, Statutes-1986;, O:muﬁm_. 1124, Statutes 1987, O:m_#mq mmm..m:a Statutes 1996,
Chapter 277 - -

02-TC-37 | 6/26/2003

|Berkeley USD and
| Sacramento City USD
‘|Department of Education, amﬂmn_ July 6, 1999, April 24, 2000, and August 1, 2002.

|Adult Education m:as\ami mmbonsﬁ wnm#;mm 1 mmm O:mEm_‘ mo wm&:mm mooo Chapter

52; Stattues 2001 Chapter. 106; Stattues 2002; Chapter 379; and Letters from the Califomia

October 1, 2004

School Claims :
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Commission on State Mandates

Schoal Districts and Community College Districts

_umzn::m Test O.m:: Determinations

File Number

Original
Filing Date

Record
Close Claimant
Date

..Z,mmeo.« -._.mﬂ O_mm_._ﬁ M:E.,.m.nm mﬂn:wmm.manczﬁw .O_‘n..m_ﬁ .

02-TC42

6/27/2003

3/1/2004 [Clovis USD

Dmsw\oumwhmmm .mQ:nmao: Ooam anno:m :mMomeMA Qmmm Aw.mmm 17624, ._ummm and
17626 and: Govemment Code: anzo:m mmwﬂo._mmmi mmmﬂm mmmwm mmmw& mmww\_ 5, mmmwm
65976, 65977, 65978, 65979, 65980, 65981, 65895, mmmm A mmwwmm mmwwmm mmuwmu
65996, 65997, 65998,.66001, 66002, 66004, 66005 mmoom 66007, 66008, 66016, 66017,
66018, 66018.5, 66020,.66022, 66023, mmomkw mmomm 66030, mmom._ mmowm 66034, and

o ey st

66037 as manma m:a m:.m:amq 3 nmm:wmm Mmﬂw O:m

Jwﬁm« 955; Stahites 1979, Chapter 282;
&E&w 1982 Chapter923; -

mﬁmgmm Emw O:muﬁmﬁm wmd m:a Amma mmmﬁmmm Awmh O:mn«m« 1062; ngmm 1985; Chapter
Kmm Statiutes 1986, Chapters 136, 685, 887, 888; Statutes 1987, O:muﬁm_‘m 927, 1002; 1037,

11 mA..m:a 1346; mmmgmm 1988, Chapters 29, 160; 418, 912, 926; Statutes 1989, Chapters

. 170 m:a Amom mﬁgmm ._wmw O:mwwmq Améw ngmm 1 @wo O:muﬁmqm mww and Aam wﬁmEﬁmm

Ormvwmau.m.mm.m:. : 95: mBEﬂmm dmf O:muﬁm_.m woo umw 1 Mwm mﬁmEﬁmm 1995, O:mqu 686

mﬁmﬂm ._mmu Ormuwmq dm mwmﬁm Gmm O:muﬁmvgu mﬁmﬁm Awmm ijuﬁmq mmw Stats. 1999,
Chapter-300;-Stats. 1999; Chapter 858; Stats. 2000, O:m_uﬁmlwm Stats. 2002, O:muﬁmﬂ 33;

and Stats, 2002, Ormuﬁmq L_ﬁ:m

02-TC-43

6/27/2003

2/25/2004 | Clovis USD

wwm and. ._oom mBﬁ..mooo Ormuﬁmﬂ 443; mﬁmﬁme MDE
mﬁﬁ 2002, Chapter. mwm L -

Ta .

02-TC-44

m\mﬂmoow

Clovis USD
9/18/2003

memﬂma, EmSH:m:nm wa.ﬁmim ma:om&o: Ooam :
L_qmmp,m_ 17585; -17588, 17587, ANmmm 17589,17 0, 3%‘_ Qmmm

Ao m:n_ ._wmA mﬁw Em._ O:mvﬁa wi mAw m:a ._oww mﬁmﬁm Awmm O:muﬁmﬂ mmm

QOctob

, 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

Schoaol Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

: Record
. Origin ) :
File Number| _ ginal Close Claimant Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders
Filing Date Date

Califormia Code of Regulations, Title 2, Sections 1866, 1866.1, 18662, 1866.3, 1866.4,
1866.4.1, 1866.4.2, 1866.4.3, 1866.4.4, 1866.4.6, 1866.4.7, 1866.5, 1866.5.1, 1866.5.2,
1866.5.3, 1866.5.4, 1866.5.5, 1866.5.6. 1866.5.7, 1866.5.8, 1866.5.9, 1866.7, 1866.8,
1866.9, 1866.9.1, 1866.10, 1866.12, 1866.13, 1866.14, and 1867_2; and the State Allocation
Board's Deferred Maintenance Program Handbook of January 2003; Hereafter cited as
Education Code Section 17582, st al.

02-TC45 | 6/27/2003 '

T

4/28/2004

Clovis USD and Santa
Monica CCD

Design-Build Confracts. Education Code mmom.o:w Qmmo:o“ 17250.15, 17250.20, 1725025,
17250.30, 17250.35, 17250.40, 17250.45, 17250.50 and 81700 as added and amended by
Stats. 2001, Chapter 421 and Stats. 2002, Chapters 637 and 664

02-TC46 . 6/27/2003

5/4/2004

Santa Monica CCD

Discrimination Complaint Procedures. Governmert Code Sections 11135, 11136, 11137,
11137, 11138, and 11139 as added and amended by Stats. 1977, Chapter 972, Slats. 1992,
Chapter 913; Stats. 1994, Chapter 146: Stats. 1999, Chapter 591; Stats. 2001, Chapter 708;
and Stals. 2002, Chapters 300 and 1102; and California Code of Régulations, Title 5,
Sections 59300, 59303, 59304, 59310, 59311, 59320, 59322, 59324, 59326, 59327, 59328,
59329, 59330, 59332, 59334, 59336, 59338, 59339, 59340, 59342, 53350, 59351, 59352,
59354, 59356, 59358, 59360 and 59362

| 02-TC47

6/27/2003

41112004

Santa Monica CCD

Community College Construction. Education Code Section 81663, 81800, 81805, 81807,
81808, 81820, 81821, 81822, 81823, 81836, 81837and 81839 as added and amended by
Stats. 1980, Chapter 910, Stats. 1981, Chapters 470 and 891; Stats. 1990, Chapter 1372;
Stats. 1991, Chapter 1038; and Stats. 1995, Chapter 758; and Califomnia Code of Regulations,
Title 5, Sections 57001, 57001.5, 57001.7, 57002, 57010, 57011, 57013, 57014, 57015,
57016, 57033.1, 57050, 57051, 57052, 57053, 57054, 57055, 57060, 57061, 57062, 57063,
57150, 57152, 57154, 57156 and 57158

02-TC-48

6/27/2003

4/28/2004

Santa Monica CCD

Deferred Maintenance . Education Code Section 84660 as added and amended by Stats.
1981, Chapter 764 and Stats. 1990, Chapter 1372; California Code of Regulations, Title 5,
Sections 57201, 57202,and 57205; and Preparation Guidelines for Scheduled maintenance
and Hazardous Substances Project Funding Proposals of December 2001

02-TC-51 | 6/26/200

Riverside USD

California Public Records Act (K-14). Government Code Sections 6253, 6253.1, 6253.5,
6253.9, 6254.3, 6255 and 6259 as added or amended by Stats. 1975, Chapters 678 and
1248; Stats. 1977, Chapter 556; Stats. 1980, Chapter 535; Stats. 1982, Chapter 163; Stats.
1984, Chapters 802 and 1657; Stats. 1985, Chapter 1053; Stats. 1990 Chapter 908; Stats.
1992, Chapters 463 and 970; Stats. 1993, Chapter 926; Stats. 1994, Chapter923; Stats. 1998,
Chapter 620; Stats. 1999, Chapter 83; Stats. 2000, Chapter 982; and Stats. 2001, Chapter

355

October 1, 2004
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Commission on State Mandates

Schoal Districts and Community Gollege Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

Claimant ,

Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders

San Diego USD

<m:_n_m Oonm anuczm Nm\_ AN Nmk_mh Nﬂﬁm m:a Nﬂw 6. m mm mn_ﬁ_mn_ oramer ama c< ,MSW-

11895, O:muwmﬂm mAw m:n_ m\_m Stats. 2001, O:muﬁm.. mm: Stats. 2002, m:a O:muﬁma 360 and

357

Solana Beach School
District

Q::d::doiu\m‘.:wthmQ:wmw.Qﬂ ﬁ.& ma:nmao: Ooam anao:m moo Nwo mm; 5. Mmo 251,
61;7262:3 ‘and 262.4; and Govemment Code Séctions 14435, 11136, 11137,

11 -14139"as added or amended by:Stats. 1977, Chapter 972; Stats. 1982, Chapter
T117; mﬁmwm..._mmmm ﬂmmwwmﬂim._h.\msﬁ “19903Chapter 1372;- Stats.. 1992, O:m_uﬁmqm 417, 906,

and m:w mﬂmwm. 1993 O_._m._unml AM ' Stats. Gmhﬂ@:mu&mﬁ 146; Stats.'1998,-Chapter 914;
E ﬁmﬁm Noo\_ O:mbﬁmqwom mﬂﬁ Noom O:muﬁma 300 m:a

San Diego USD

ﬁmomﬁﬁmoﬂ
®c<m33m=ﬂhoam mmnuo wmac 1, mm mnamn o_‘,m:._m:uma b mﬁEﬁW mmm O:mqu 828 m:m

SR

m”mu.;mm NocN O:muwm« Smm

SR 22 E

mm.i,ﬁm zc.:mnm DOU

mmm:_mao:m anao: mwoS Omio::m OoB:E:@ Oc__mmmm m:ammﬁ m:n >nno::::m —sm::m_
Mooo muao:

. Original
;_n__m Number Filing Date
03-TC-01 | 7/9/2003
03-TC-02 | 7/28/2003
03-TC-03 | 8/29/2003
03-TC-05 | 9/12/2003
03-TC-06 | 9/22/2003

Castro Valley USD

Octos , 2004
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Oo::dmmmmo: on State Mandates

Schoaol Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

Original

File Number Filing Date

Record
Close
Date

Claimant

Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders

03-TC-07 ' 9/22/2003

3/23/2004

Castro Valley USD

Instructional Materials Funding Requirements . Education Code Sections 60000, 60002,
60045, 60048, 60119,.60200, 60242, 60242.5, 60248, 60252, 60421, 60422, 60423, 60424,
60501, 60510.5, and 60521 as added or amended by Statutes 1976, Chapter 817; Stahres
1877, Chapter 36; Statutes 1979, Chapter 282; Statutes 1982, Chapter 1503; Statutes 1983,
Chapter-498; Statutes 1985,.Chapter 1440;. Statutes 1985, Chapters 1470, 1548, and 1597;
Statutes 1986, Chapter 211; Statutes 1987,-Chapter 1452; Statutes 1989, Chapter 1181;
mﬁﬁnmm 1991 .,Ozmummnu. wmw. 529, and 1028; Staiutes 1993, Chapter 56; Staiutes 1994,
St *and764; Statufes 1996, Ghapter 124;
:n_ o#m:mnmﬁ:ﬁmm Mooo O:muﬁm_.

mmmc_ma%,m.ﬂamm -Séctiofis'd50 mmmo.‘mmﬁ mmwm and’ mmwm ma msﬁ_mam “for

m<m_=m=._:m _q._mw:,_nao:m_ _smwm:m_m mo_‘ Social Oo:ﬁmzﬁ ﬁooo Edition)

03-TC-09 | 9/25/2003

San Diego. County

Office of-Education

: O:muﬁmq k_Amm mnmemm mmm

Ea ]

mammumn u<

O:mtﬁmq ._mmm MEEEm 1989, O:mnﬁm_. m.\m mﬁgmm Amm._ O_‘_mtﬁm_. mmo “Statutes 1992,

tatute 99; O:muﬁm_.m m.\m m:a mmm:mﬁmu:m Emm O:muﬁm_.m 303:and:948;
\ O:muwmjwuﬁ,mﬁmgmm 199 .O:mtﬁa 533*and ‘5477 Statutes: mmmznzmuﬁm_.m

e,

“mﬁmgmm 200 O:M. ter Mmm- mgmm Noom O_‘_muﬁm_.m Aomm m:a Aam.\ and

80054, mocmm._ 800552} moomm 2, moo.wom moo.\ow 800704, moo.\om mooj # 80413. m mﬁ
ANRRA ANKRAS A&Bl b:h:.. SR

03-TC-16 | 9/28/2003

5/27/2004

San Jose USD

._._mo\_ ._._mom.,Aoow._ ._o \Eow._ ._A mjo._?m 1017, mm maama o_,mEm:nmn_(E\ mnmﬁnmw ._mwo

Feeiigl

Chapter 1400; Statutes: 1998, ‘Chapters 864 and 1031; mﬁmgmm 2001,.Chapter. Ew and

Statutes 2002, Ozmtﬁm_. 1037

October 1, 2004

School Claims
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Commission on State Mandates

School Districts and Community College Districts

Pending Test Claim Determinations

Original | Record
File Number| - a Close Claimant Name of Test Claim: Subject Statutes; Executive Orders
Filing Date Date :
03-TC-17 | 9/29/2003 | 4/2/2004'|Clovis USD ‘California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Education Code Section 17025; Govermment

Code Sections 66031 and 66034; and Public Resources Code Sections 21002.1, 21003,
21003.1, 21080.09, 21080.1, 21801.3, 21080.4, 21081, 21081.6, 21082, 21082.1, 210822,
21083, 21083.2, 21091, 21092, 210921 through 21092.6, 21094, 21100, 21102, 21150,
21151, 21151.2, 21151.8, 21152 through 21154, 21157, 21147.1, 21157.5, 21158, 21161,
21165 through 21167, 21167.6, 21167.6.5, 21167.8 and 21168.9 as added or amended by
Statutes 1970, Chapter 1433; Statutes 1972, Chapter 1154; Statutes 1975, Chapter 222;
Statutes 1976, Chapter 1312; Statutes 1977, Chapter 1200; Statutes 1983, Chapter 967;
Statutes 1984, Chapters 571 and 1514; Statutes 1985, Chapter 85; Statutes 1987, Chapter
1452; Statutes 1983, Chapters 626 and 659; Statutes 1991, Chapters 905, 1183, and 1212;
Statutes 1993, Chapters 375, 1130, and 1131; Statutes 1994, Chapters 1230 and 1294;
Statutes 1995, Chapter 801; Statutes 1996, Chapters 277, 444, 547, and 799; Statutes 1997,
Chapter 415; Statutes 2000, Chapter 738; Statutes 2001, Chapter 867; Statutes 2002, Chapte

and Califomia Code of Regulations, Title 5, Sections 14011 and 57121; and California Code
of Regulations, Title 14 Sections 15002, 15004, 15020, 15021, 15022, 15025, 15041 through
15043, 15050, 15053, 15060, 156061 through 15064, 15604.5, 15604.7, 15605, 15070
through 15075, 15081.5, 15082, 15084 through 15095, 15100, 15104, 15122 through
15126.6, 15128 through 15130, 15132, 15140, 15142, 15143, 15145, 15147 through 15150,
15152, 15153, 15162, 15164 through 15168, 15176 through 15179, 15184 through 15186,
15201, ._mMow.‘._mNom. 15206, 15208, 15223, 15225, and 15367; and the Califomia State
Clearinghouse Handbook — 2000

Octol , 2004
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